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Zoom Overview
• Please mute yourself and turn off camera when 

not in a speaking role:

• Use chat for technical issues and questions only:

• Closed Captioning available on the control bar:

Raise your hand if you 
would like to speak
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Participation by Phone

• Dial *9 to raise and lower hand.
• Dial *6 to mute and unmute.
• Please remain muted unless speaking.
• When called on, please provide: 

o Your first and last name.
oWho you are representing 

(organization or member of the public).
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General Participation Instructions

1. Sign in if attending in-person.

2. For restrooms, exit the hearing room and turn left.

3. If joining via Zoom, please rename yourself with your first and last name, and affiliation (e.g. 
organization, member of public, customer of utility X).

4. When speaking, please provide your name and organization, if applicable.

5. When speaking, please get as close as possible to a microphone.

6. Please avoid interrupting other speakers.

7. Only use the chat feature for technical assistance. Please do not use the chat to ask questions.

8. Questions may be asked live during discussion portions or can be shared through the Q&A zoom 
feature. Questions in the Q&A zoom feature will be answered in writing on an ongoing basis, 
live at the appropriate time in the agenda, or via response after this meeting.
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Welcome

• UE-260162 was opened to proactively explore the effects of 
emerging large load customers (LLCs) on electric utilities, given the 
unique risks and opportunities they present to traditional utility 
practices.

• This docket follows efforts by the Washington State Legislature (HB 
2515) and the Data Center Workgroup convened by Governor 
Ferguson in 2025.

• This docket will cover effects of LLCs that are directly related to 
electric IOU operations and may expand in the future if needed.

• The goal of this docket is to release a policy statement addressing LLCs 
in electric IOU territories.
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https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=2515&Year=2025
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Docket Access

• Notices, submitted comments, workshop 
recordings, and presentation materials 
are all available in Docket UE-
260162.

• To access these documents, navigate to 
the “Documents” tab of the Docket UE-
260162 page on our website.
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Agenda
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9:00 a.m. Welcome, Introductions, Ground Rules

9:10 a.m.
Question 1 and 2
Reviewing responses and discussing follow-up questions

10:30 a.m. BREAK – 10 Minutes
10:40 a.m.

Question 3 and 4
Reviewing responses and discussing follow-up questions

12:00 p.m. LUNCH – 1 Hour

1:00 p.m.
Question 5 and 6
Reviewing responses and discussing follow-up questions

2:20 p.m. BREAK – 10 Minutes

2:30 p.m.
Question 7 and 8
Reviewing responses and discussing follow-up questions

3:20 p.m. Open Discussion, Q&A, Next Steps
Open Q&A with remaining time and next steps for Docket UE-260162

4:00 p.m. Adjourn



Question 1 – Differentiating LLC Classes

Currently, there is no standardized definition of large loads in 
Washington. If the Commission wishes to standardize that process, it will 
be important to know if there are enough differences between LLC 
customers to create different classes of LLC tariffs.

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? 

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? 
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Question 1 – Differentiating LLC Classes
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Most participants agree that a separate LLC class is needed.
- Policy staff intended this question to ask if more than one LLC class would be needed, and the wording 

was not clear.

Participants remain split on end-use as a differentiating factor.
- Proponents pointed to their unique load characteristics, such as extremely high load factors and sectoral 

growth. 
- Opponents argued that tariffs that are neutral to end use and based on objective criteria would be 

future proof. 

Considering tariffs or special contracts
- PSE and Avista warned that highly prescriptive class conditions may limit flexibility offerings or misalign 

with future needs.
- PSE and Avista also described hybrid approaches, where a foundational tariff is used to set 

expectations for LLCs, with tailored agreements between the utility and individual customers.



Question 1 – Discussion Questions
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Policy notes that this question was meant to discuss differentiation between LLC 
classes, but that was not made clear in the question.

• Framework vs. Tailored
• If the UTC were to move forward with a hybrid approach, requiring foundational tariff 

components before customer-specific provisions are added, what would be best included as a 
standardized tariff component? 

• What would be best included as a customer-specific component?

• “System Intensive”
• Public Counsel suggested a two-tier design that would identify LLCs for eligibility of an LLC 

tariff, where “system intensive” customers between 20 and 100 MW would be considered 
LLCs.  Public Counsel suggested using the need to for significant modifications to identify 
“system intensive” customers, such as major transmission or distribution upgrades. 

• What objective criteria could be used to identify “system intensive” customers under this type 
of approach? What demand thresholds would be used?

• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



Question 2 – Direct Payments for Utility 
Programs

2. Commenters identified indirect and difficult-to-track costs that LLCs impose on the utility system. One way 
for an LLC to address costs that cannot easily be directly assigned to LLC customers is by requiring LLCs to 
fund programs that support other customers, such as by contributing to low-income bill assistance, low-income 
weatherization, low-income decarbonization, energy efficiency, demand flexibility programs, or funding for 
utility ventures.

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)?

IOUs may set up tariff-funded or voluntary avenues for LLCs to support customer 
programs.
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Question 2 – Direct Payments for Utility 
Programs

Targets for funding, if implemented
- Commenters pointed to weatherization, electrification through appliance replacement, DER installations, 

demand flexibility investment, participatory funding, bill discount programs, and arrearage management 
as opportunities for investment. 

Issues with direct payments
- Some parties raised issues with a framework that would have LLCs paying IOUs directly, including cost-

causation principles, arbitrary assignment of costs, and a lack of justification for pinning indirect costs on 
a single customer class.

- Open-ended payments to utilities also lack specificity, which would make oversight more difficult.

Other funding mechanisms may be possible
- CETA compliance, and the cost to achieve it, was also a recurring point raised. 
- Commenters noted that a funding mechanism like Nevada’s voluntary Clean Energy Transition Tariff 

would help achieve CETA compliance.  
- PSE noted that this type of funding could be used to spur development in clean firm capacity that is 

currently cost prohibitive. 
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Question 2 – Discussion Questions
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• Surcharges and Voluntary Mechanisms
• Commenters proposed contrasting models for allocating funds toward utility programs, 

including Oregon’s mandatory 1 percent surcharge on massive loads and the voluntary Clean 
Energy Transition Tariff model from Nevada. 

• For commenters advocating for the voluntary approach, how can a mechanism be designed to attract 
meaningful participation? 

• For those favoring a mandatory surcharge, how should the Commission determine the appropriate surcharge 
amount?

• Offsetting “but-for” costs
• How would the Commission ensure that any surcharge levied on an LLC tariff are going to 

offset costs that are “but-for” LLC customers?

• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



Question 3 – Cost of Service Studies

Cost of service studies, and the methods used to perform them, are a 
critical part of the ratemaking process at the Commission.

3. WAC 480-85-060 outlines the methods that may be used to perform a cost-of-service study before the 
Commission.

Assuming that an 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?
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Question 3 – Cost of Service Studies

• Embedded Costs vs. Marginal Costs
• Most commenters support the use of marginal cost of service where appropriate, but it is not 

uniform where marginal cost methodology would stop and embedded cost methodology would 
begin.

• Regardless, parties agree that cost causation principles should be used to inform cost of service 
studies.

• Notes on Marginal Cost Methodologies
• When average marginal costs exceed average embedded costs, the costs of growth may be 

socialized among the entire rate base
• The marginal cost methodology allows “growth to pay for growth”
• WAC 480-85-060(2) only allows case-by-case proposals of alternative methodologies to serve 

the public interest, and there may be issues with categorical policies for LLCs.
• Asymmetric Representation

• LLCs are able to represent themselves in rate cases, and may be able to use their considerable 
resources to argue for more favorable treatment under an embedded cost of service 
methodology.
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Question 3 – Discussion Questions
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Marginal cost of service
• Multiple commenters spoke in favor of a “but for” standard of assigning costs to LLCs, meaning 

costs that would not be incurred “but for” serving an LLC. Policy staff currently understands this 
“but-for” approach to be synonymous with a marginal cost of service approach. 

• Is Policy staff’s understanding correct, or is there a difference between marginal cost 
allocation and a “but for” approach?

Cost allocation mechanism
• What factors should the Commission consider during periodic reviews of the cost allocation 

mechanism to maintain rate stability and protect other customers while avoiding frequent resource-
intensive administrative procedures? 

• How often should cost allocation decisions for LLCs be revisited? 
• What elements would trigger a formal review of an LLC’s cost allocation? 
• Do edits need a specific procedure, or can this be accomplished in the context of a rate case? 

Additional comments

• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



Question 4 – Up-Front Payments of Direct 
Costs
Up-front payments, or Contributions in Aid of Construction (CIAC) are 
one component that can address the risks posed by LLCs. 

4. To serve LLC customers, 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 LLC, do up-front payments eliminate the need for 
contract length minimums or exit fees?

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 LLC customer? How 
do their uses change?
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Question 4 – Up-Front Payments of Direct 
Costs

18

• Up-front payments do not solve every problem
• Commenters largely agree that upfront payments alone, or contributions in aid of construction (CIAC), are not 

sufficient for covering the risks associated with LLC investments. 
• There was consensus that a broader approach to risk mitigation with other protective measures would be better, 

including minimum contract lengths, exit fees, decommissioning bonds, or system charges for the consumption of 
planning headroom.

• Microsoft’s Framework
• Microsoft’s approach allocates assets directly to the LLC in question with a separate asset book, similar to multi-state 

allocation methodology for assets serving different states. 
• Assets found to benefit the broader rate base and/or the LLC would be split accordingly, with a running tab kept for 

cost allocation purposes. 

• Google’s Framework
• Google’s method leans entirely on contractual guardrails to ensure that LLCs pay their way, including minimum 

demand charges, exit fees, long-term contracts, and exit fees. 



Question 4 – Discussion Questions Cont.

Risk mitigation strategies
• How should an IOU demonstrate 

that it has mitigated the risks of 
onboarding an LLC? 

• Would this occur in a rate case 
proceeding or a new type of filing 
to be developed? 

• How would interested persons 
contest such finding? 

Contract term and exit fees
• Commenters generally agreed that 

up-front payments don’t eliminate 
the need for minimum contract 
length and exit fees. 

• Which factors should the 
Commission consider when 
analyzing that 
the minimum contract length and 
exit fees can mitigate address 
stranded asset risks? (For example, 
undepreciated plant value on list 
system capacity margin)
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Question 4 – Up-Front Payments of Direct 
Costs Cont. 
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Assets Book for LLCs
• Microsoft proposes to create an asset book for LLCs. How would that 

mechanism function in a multi-LLC territory? 
• Would the LLC asset book apply to the entire class, or would there be a 

separate book for each LLC along with the general rate base? 
• Would the benefits of such an approach offset any administrative burden of 

using it, if created?

Additional comments
• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



Question 5 – Flexibility Offerings
Flexibility has the potential to reduce costs and simplify infrastructure 
planning for utilities, but questions remain about how to best implement 
flexibility offerings to LLCs.
Utility interconnections are typically “firm,” where customers are free to use the resource at any time. In some 
instances, where supply is not always available, customers may be limited during some hours of the year 
depending on market conditions. For example, Bonneville Power Administration plans to offer transmission 
customers “conditional firm” service, which may interrupt customer transmission access when the system 
is strained. Utilities and LLCs engage in a similar transaction when considering flexible demand in exchange, 
typically in exchange for faster interconnection and lower rates. Industry-accepted language and 
standards regarding large load flexibility is only recently emerging. The Commission invites commenters to 
consider EPRI’s draft data center flexibility framework, included as appendix A, in order to answer the following 
questions.

a. Should IOU offerings for flexibility be uniform, such as through a tariff, or is flexibility better pursued as 
a case-by-case negotiation?
b. If uniform, what terms of flexible interconnections should be established?
c. If case-by-case, what insight should the Commission and interested persons have into the negotiation 
process and results? What information could not be shared?
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Question 5 – Flexibility Offerings

• Similar to tariffs, a framework with room to maneuver for specific LLCs
• Commenters were generally supportive of having a baseline of flexibility offerings 

within a tariff, with a majority voicing support for a hybrid approach tailored to 
specific customers. 

• LLCs are likely to have different tolerances and capabilities regarding flexibility, and 
a rigid structure may not allow a utility to fully utilize an LLC’s flexibility

• Establishing terms of flexibility
• The duration of a flexible product, the total load reduction, the number of times a 

flexible product may be called by the utility, measurement and verification of an LLC’s 
actions, and consequences or benefits based on performance were mentioned by 
multiple parties.

• Performance could be defined in a way that a utility can rely on it as a resource, 
regardless of how it is provided (backup generation, battery discharge, curtailment, 
etc.)
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Question 5 – Discussion questions
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Option flexibility vs. emergency curtailment
• How would an optional flexibility offering compare to emergency curtailment measures?
•  Are loads ordered during an emergency for curtailment? What is the difference in 

compensation?
• What is the difference in compensation?

Conditional service to firm service 
• If an LLC were to originally take conditional firm retail service, but move to firm service over 

time, how would its rates change over that time period? 
• What would be the incremental cost paid by the LLC in order to transition to firm service, and 

when would that cost increase begin?



Question 5 – Discussion questions Cont.
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Telemetry measurements 
• In the context of typical demand limitations or enforcing flexibility and 

curtailment measures, do utilities currently have sufficient telemetry to verify 
LLC behavior?  

Additional comments
• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



Question 6 – Information Provided by LLCs to 
IOUs
In order to begin the process of providing service to any customer, a 
utility needs information. In particular with large customers, the 
information provided throughout the onboarding process can help with 
planning processes at the utility.

The Public Utility Commission of Texas requires disclosures, such as the list below, 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 LLCs already submit to IOUs, and when (e.g., when entering an 
interconnection queue, signing a service agreement)?
b. For all commenting parties, what additional information should LLCs submit when entering an 
interconnection queue? What information would not be necessary?
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? 25



Question 6 – Information Provided by LLCs to 
IOUs

Information required by the Texas Public Utility Commission:

• Proof of site control
• State and local regulatory approvals
• Disclosure of substantially similar requests in other service territories
• Site-related studies, such as engineering studies, and potential for heat reuse
• Expected permitting timeline
• Expected energization schedule, with ramp rates, including for contracted peak demand
• Financial securities for significant equipment or services, or for system upgrades
• Power supply details, including back-up generation
• Nonrefundable interconnection study fee that is proportional to expected energy or capacity demand
• Intention to employ flexibility and curtailment
• Expected power usage effectiveness, energy reuse effectiveness, or other efficiency metrics
• Contributions in aid of construction
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Question 6 – Information Provided by LLCs to 
IOUs
• Texas PUC disclosure requirements

• Largely, commenters did not dispute any of the Texas PUC disclosure requirements that 
were provided as examples, with some exceptions. 

• State and local permitting acquisition may not be reliable indicators of commercial 
readiness, and internal computational efficiency metrics may not be in scope for this 
proceeding.

• Suggested Disclosure Requirements
• Broadly, new suggestions included demand ramp and peak forecasts, provided power 

supply through onsite generation or contracts, load breakdown between computation 
and other operations, and flexible capabilities, among others.

• Disclosure
• Multiple organizations advocated for public disclosure at appropriately aggregated 

levels to avoid confidentiality issues. 
• Confidentiality and competition concerns related to public disclosure may threaten 

economic development.
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Question 6 – Discussion Questions
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Obstacles to data disclosure
• What obstacles exist to IOUs providing aggregated information in a public 

dashboard now? 

• What about for heatmaps of hosting capacity?

Duplicative requests 
• What barriers exist to obtaining more information on duplicative requests? 

• How does disclosure of similar requests by an entity help a utility, if at all? 

• Is that information only helpful if aggregated further than a single utility’s 
requests?



Question 6 – Discussion Questions Cont.
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Interconnection data
• For commenters who raised confidentiality concerns, which data points regarding interconnection 

queues would still threaten economic competitiveness even after anonymizing and aggregating the 
data across the utility’s service territory? 

• For commenters who advocated for disclosure, what is the minimum level of aggregated data to 
meaningfully engage in oversight of the interconnection queue without exposing proprietary 
information or commercial strategies? 

Proprietary information
• Can industry representatives provide a description of information that is proprietary or 

commercially sensitive, or examples?

• What level of aggregation is needed to protect commercially sensitive information? 

• What should happen if a utility’s LLC class has too few participants to aggregate information to 
protect anonymity?

Additional comments
• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



Question 7 – Communication Between LLCs 
and IOUs

LLCs may pose unique challenges to grid operators, given the size of 
their electric load.

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?
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.
c. Can this information be made “binding” once provided by LLCs? What would the best mechanism for that 
binding be, and how would compliance or penalties be determined?
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Question 7 – Communication Between LLCs 
and IOUs
• Short-term operational management

• NERC’s reliability standards related to large loads were recognized for leading in this space.
• Generally, communication in advance is helpful, but not all unplanned switching events can be informed ahead 

of time.
• PSE noted that since the grid is being built to handle intermittent renewables, it will be better suited to handle 

uncertainty created by LLCs.

• Planned Demand
• Average load profiles, peak load shapes, ramp rates, power factors, transient models, demand ranges, would 

all provide beneficial information, among others. 
• Increased granularity is better for IOUs. 
• Standardized reporting for load forecasts may help streamline IOU forecasting. 
• Multiple commenters noted that ranges of demand would be more helpful than single-point projections.

• Binding Information
• Basing minimum demand charges, exit fees, exceedance charges, and other mechanisms on submitted forecasts 

could serve a “binding” role
• Reciprocity in expectations between IOUs and LLCs.
• Avista suggested a deviation account that could track compliance, credits, and penalties as an LLC provides 

flexibility or exceeds its forecast.
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Question 7 – Discussion Questions

32

Communication between utilities and LLCs?
• What steps can the Commission take to formalize or require communication 

between the IOUs and LLCs? 

• Do the utilities need additional direction from the Commission regarding what 
information should be collected from LLCs?

Risk shift through contracts
• PSE mentioned that “shifts in usage are a risk that should be mitigated through 

contractual mechanisms that place the risk on the LLC, not other retail customers.” Is 
PSE referring to any specific mechanisms?



Question 7 – Discussion Questions Cont.

33

Demand projections risk mitigation strategies
• Many of the protective measures considered in comments have related to the risk 

of demand projections being too high or not staying – take-or-pay provisions, 
contract length minimums, exit fees. Some commenters have raised the concept of 
exceedance charges, which addresses the risk of demand projections being too 
low. 

• Are there other mechanisms that should be considered to address the risk of 
demand projections being too low? 

Additional comments
• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



Question 8 – FERC Orders to RTOs and ISOs

Though no Washington utilities are members of Regional Transmission 
Organization (RTO) or Independent System Operator (ISO), FERC 
orders directed at RTOs and ISOs may affect non-member utilities.

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.14 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?
i.  Do the utilities plan to comment on any of the dockets initiated by FERC?
ii. Do the utilities plan to make voluntary changes to their own transmission tariffs under section 205 
of the Federal Power Act? Are there any reasons for them to do so? 34



Question 8 – FERC Orders to RTOs and ISOs

Though no Washington utilities are members of Regional Transmission 
Organization (RTO) or Independent System Operator (ISO), FERC 
orders directed at RTOs and ISOs may affect non-member utilities.

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.14 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.

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? 35



Question 8 – FERC Orders to RTOs and ISOs

• WA IOUs are not subject to FERC’s show-cause orders directed at 
RTOs and ISOs.

• But they are monitoring the outcomes!
• IOUs may be need to file amendments to their Open Access Transmission Tariffs 

(OATTs) to reflect changes at FERC

• Additional questions related to federal agencies
• How does the UTC expect IOUs to assess existing LLC tariffs and frameworks 

against the reform categories mentioned by FERC?
• Are IOUs accounting for obligations to tribal customers when considering 

transmission changes? This could include consultation with the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs for LLC developments on Tribal Lands, fish and wildlife protections.

36



Question 8 – Discussion Questions
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Access to information
• Commenters have raised points over the last two notices of opportunity to 

comment about public access to information. However, other concerns have been 
raised regarding the disclosure of commercially sensitive data. There is also the 
distinction between accessibility for the general public and review by intervening 
parties during rate cases.

• If the Commission was to require some form of public disclosure, what would the 
best format of disclosure be? Examples include a public dashboard, a quarterly 
report to the Commission, or a section of a utility’s IRP and IRP updates.

Additional comments
• Did you have any ideas that were inspired by what we have discussed today?



General Comments, Q&A
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Next Steps

• Following this workshop:
• Policy Staff will gather our notes and compile additional questions, following up 

with commenting parties as needed. 
• Policy Staff may issue a Notice of Opportunity to Comment to address follow-

up questions. 
• If Policy Staff does not have enough questions to issue a Notice of Opportunity 

to Comment, we will put a notice in the docket saying so.
• The recording of this workshop will be made available in the webpage for 

Docket UE-260162.

39

https://www.utc.wa.gov/casedocket/2026/260162/docsets
https://www.utc.wa.gov/casedocket/2026/260162/docsets
https://www.utc.wa.gov/casedocket/2026/260162/docsets


BREAK – Back at ##:## 
AM/PM
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LUNCH – Back at ##:## PM
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