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Dear Executive Director Killip,

The Data Center Coalition (“DCC”) respectfully submits these comments in response to
the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission’s April 7, 2026, Notice of Hybrid
Technical Conference in Docket UE-260162. DCC appreciates the Commission’s decision to open
this policy docket before large load interconnection issues arrive in force in Washington’s investor-
owned utility service territories. That sequencing matters. In other jurisdictions, commissions have
often been forced to address large load questions on compressed timelines, after utilities have
already received major service requests and after debates about cost shifting, planning risk, and
reliability have hardened into broad narratives. Washington has the opportunity to proceed more
deliberately and to proactively establish a practical framework before those important questions

arise.
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DCC’s perspective is shaped by participation in large load proceedings across the country
involving data centers and other large customers. Those proceedings have touched forecasting,
tarift design, cost allocation, interconnection process, collateral, exit fees, load ramp provisions,
demand response, and co-location. The lessons are consistent. First, large loads should not be
regulated through broad assumptions about one industry. Second, durable policy starts with cost
causation, end-use neutrality, and transparent planning. Third, utilities need tools to manage
legitimate risk, but those tools must be calibrated to actual exposure and should not be stacked in
a manner that becomes punitive or overprotective. Relatedly, contract term, minimum billing
demand, exit provisions, and collateral should be evaluated as an integrated package, not as
independent levers all pushed to the most conservative setting at the same time. And fourth,
flexibility can be part of the answer, but it is not a substitute for getting forecasting and

infrastructure planning right.

I. About Data Center Coalition

DCC is the national membership association! for the data center industry, representing
leading data center owners and operators who maintain data center infrastructure across the
country and globe, as well as companies that lease large amounts of data center capacity. DCC
empowers and champions the data center community through public policy advocacy, thought
leadership, stakeholder outreach, and community engagement. As the voice of the data center
industry, DCC also advocates for a highly skilled and diverse technology workforce, greater access
to clean energy, and a competitive business environment to support the growth and success of this

essential business sector.

! The Data Center Coalition is a membership organization of leading data center owners and operators. Public
testimony and written comments submitted by DCC do not necessarily reflect the views of each individual DCC
member. A list of current DCC Members is accessible at https://www.datacentercoalition.org/members.
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Washington is already home to significant data center investments, and the state is poised
for further growth. As electricity demand rises, the Commission’s decisions in this docket on load
forecasting practices, interconnection rules, rate design, and contract terms will directly shape
whether that growth results in reliable electric service, fair cost allocation, and continued economic
benefits for all customers. DCC is committed to working collaboratively with the Commission,
utilities, and other stakeholders to ensure that large load integration strengthens Washington’s

economy while protecting existing ratepayers.

1I. Introduction

Data centers provide essential infrastructure for commerce, health care, education, and
public service, among others. Demand for digital services continues to accelerate, and that growth
depends on reliable access to electricity. Increasingly, work, education, grocery shopping, banking,
and medical care occur online. Data centers make this possible by supporting the applications,
platforms, and services we rely on every day, ensuring we remain connected in our modern lives
and that businesses, organizations, and individuals can remain competitive and grow our 21st

century economy.

Inrecent years, Washington has experienced a surge in interest from prospective data center
customers. That surge is part of a national trend. As every segment of the economy becomes
increasingly dependent on digital services, the development of data centers, which make those
services possible, has accelerated across the country to meet those needs. Data centers can require
large amounts of electricity. Those needs create both challenges and opportunities. On one hand,
data center-driven load growth challenges utilities to build the infrastructure required to serve those
customers’ demands in a timely manner while mitigating the risk of those investments to all

customers. On the other hand, data center-driven load growth will generate significant new



revenues for electric utilities, and those revenues can create downward pressure on the rates that

all customers pay.

Digital demand is accelerating, with the average U.S. household using more than 20
connected devices.> Analysts project that data usage will double within the next five years
compared to the past decade.® At the same time, rapid adoption of generative Al, expected to create
2.6 trillion to 4.4 trillion in in global economic value by 2030,* requires dense, energy-efficient
computing capacity in close proximity to users. If Washington establishes clear permitting
processes, invests in timely grid upgrades, and maintains balanced rate structures, the state will
secure durable economic benefits from new large loads, including high-wage jobs, tax revenue,

and innovation across industries statewide.

Data centers are not the only customers driving a new era of load growth for electric
utilities. As the economy modernizes and electrifies, driven by environmental and economic
imperatives, electric utilities anticipate an increasing volume of requests for higher capacity
service from a range of large loads. These include advanced electrified manufacturing facilities,
hydrogen production facilities, battery manufacturing facilities, and large-scale charging hubs,
among others in addition to data centers. Increasingly, the line between data centers and other
industrial customers is also blurring, as an increasing number of “traditional” industrial facilities

adopt data intensive operations that demand constant computing capacity. Like data centers, both

2 Deloitte, Consumers embrace connected devices and virtual experiences for the long term (September 5, 2023),
available at

https://www?2.deloitte.com/us/en/insights/industry/telecommunications/connectivity-mobile-trends-
survey/2023/connectivity-mobile-trends-survey-full-report.html.

3 JLL, Data Centers 2024 Global Outlook, available at
https://leadsdell.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/il1-data-center-outlook-global-2024.pdf.

4 McKinsey, How data centers and the energy sector can sate Al'’s hunger for power (September 2024), available at
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/private-capital/our-insights/how-data-centers-and-the- energy-sector-can-sate-
ais-hunger-for-power.
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“traditional” large load industrial facilities and hybrid large load customers often require

substantial new utility investments in transmission and distribution infrastructure.

These trends create both challenges and opportunities for electric utilities and their
customers. Meeting those challenges and leveraging those opportunities calls for utilities,
regulators, and all stakeholders to collaborate and develop balanced, durable regulatory solutions.
In particular, large load provisions must balance two goals: protecting existing customers from
stranded-cost and reliability risks, while ensuring that data centers and other large loads have a fair

opportunity to invest and operate in Washington.

I11. Data Centers Make Significant Economic Contributions

The importance of data centers is difficult to overstate, in part because nearly every sector
of the modern American economy relies on cloud computing, a service facilitated by data centers
in some way. The importance of data centers can be measured financially, however. DCC
commissioned a PwC 2025 impact study that shows the data center sector is a major economic
force nationally.’ In 2023 the U.S. data center sector supported 4.7 million jobs, including 603,900
direct positions—up 51% since 2017. Those roles generated $404 billion in wages, a 93% jump
over the same period. Direct operations added $231 billion to national GDP, and when indirect and
induced effects are included, the total 2023 contribution reached $727 billion. The industry also
generated $162.7 billion in federal, state, and local taxes, marking a 146% increase from 2017.
Notably, each direct data center job sustains more than six additional jobs elsewhere in the

economy, underscoring the sector’s broad multiplier effect.

5 PwC, Economic contributions of U.S. data centers, 2017-2023 (February 2025), available at
https://www.centerofyourdigitalworld.org/2025-impact-study.
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While national trends demonstrate the data center sector’s macroeconomic weight, the story
is also significant at the state level. PwC’s 2025 breakout for Washington shows that data center
activity is a meaningful contributor to the state’s economy. In 2023, data centers provided 8,990
direct jobs and supported 62,540 total positions statewide when cross-state spillover effects are
included. The industry generated $4.559 billion in total labor income, contributed $8.489 billion

to Washington GDP, and produced $2.222 billion in total state and local tax contributions.

Taken together, these national and Washington-specific economic impacts confirm that
every megawatt of new data center load produces broad economic benefits far beyond the facility
fence line. DCC is committed to working with the Commission, utilities, and stakeholders to
advance solutions that ensure grid reliability, maintain equitable and cost-based allocation of utility
investments, and address Washington’s specific energy and infrastructure needs. By doing so, the
state can enable data centers to continue driving innovation, strengthening competitiveness, and

delivering broad economic opportunities across Washington.

IV. Data Centers are Highly Efficient Facilities, Enabling Efficiency Gains Economy-
wide, and Leading the Clean Energy Transition

Data centers aggregate our collective computing demands efficiently and securely.
Previously, these types of computing resources were dispersed across businesses, which was far
less efficient and secure. By centralizing computing resources, data centers have been able to
leverage innovations in design, equipment, and technology to maximize energy efficiency. While
electricity consumption at data centers rose six percent from 2010 to 2018, computing output

jumped 550 percent, marking significant gains in efficiency and productivity.®

¢ Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, “Recalibrating global data center energy-use estimates,” Science
Magazine, https://datacenters.Ibl.gov/sites/default/files/Masanet et al Science 2020.full .pdf.
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Moreover, data centers are highly incentivized to continue operating as efficiently as
possible. According to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, energy is the largest operating item for
data centers, making up 40-80 percent of total annual expenditures.” Apart from meeting
sustainability commitments, data center companies strive to maximize energy efficiency to keep

costs low for customers and in supporting their own operations.

It is important to recognize that data centers are not simply large consumers of electricity;
they also facilitate efficiency gains and energy savings for homes, businesses, industrial
consumers, and utilities across the economy. Many technologies and strategies deployed across
Washington — including smart thermostats, smart meters, managed electric vehicle (“EV”)
charging, smart lighting, and grid enhancing technologies — require the digital infrastructure

provided by data centers.

Leading data center owners and operators have not stopped at energy efficiency: the data
center industry is now driving half of all contracted corporate renewable energy in the U.S.® This
aggressive investment in clean energy is in line with the industry’s sustainability goals: many data
center companies have committed to achieving carbon neutrality and supporting their operations
with 100 percent clean energy within the next 10 years. Many companies are already reaching this
goal and supporting their operations with 100 percent renewable energy. Data center companies
are also actively supporting next-generation clean electricity technologies from utility-scale
hydrothermal power and long-duration storage to the development of small modular reactors

(“SMRs”) and nuclear fusion efforts.

7U.S. Chamber of Commerce, “Data Centers: Jobs and Opportunities in Communities Nationwide,”
https://www.uschamber.com/assets/archived/images/ctec_datacenterrpt lowres.pdf.

8 S&P Global, “Data centers account for half of US clean energy procurement but only 20% in Europe: report,”
October 31, 2024, https://www.spglobal.com/commodityinsights/en/market-insights/latest- news/electric-
power/103124-data-centers-account-for-half-of-us-clean-energy-procurement-but-only-20-in- europe-report.
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The industry’s interest and commitment to advancing a future era of affordable, abundant,
sustainable power delivered by the grid is unparalleled by any other industry — and represents a

unique opportunity for Washington.

V. Principles for Large Load Policy in Washington
A. End-Use Neutrality and Non-Discrimination

The Commission should regulate based on load characteristics and system impacts, not on
labels. A tariff or policy framework that singles out one industry because it is visible, politically
salient, or fast-growing is unlikely to remain durable. It also risks outcomes that are inconsistent
with cost causation. If two customers impose the same system requirements, they should be treated

the same unless the utility can show, with evidence, why different treatment is justified.

This principle is especially important in a policy docket. At this stage, the Commission is
not adjudicating a specific rate case or special contract. It is developing principles that should be
capable of application across future fact patterns. That task is best addressed by end-use-neutral
standards tied to objective characteristics such as size, ramp profile, voltage level, service quality
requirements, and interconnection configuration. A framework that focuses on demand
characteristics, location on the electric system, and the scale of required upgrades is more
consistent with cost causation, less likely to become outdated as technologies change, and avoids
singling out specific sectors in a way that could be perceived as discriminatory or unstable for

long-term planning.

B. Cost Causation, Transparency, and Reproducibility

Cost causation remains the bedrock of fair rate design. Customer-specific costs should be
assigned to the customer that causes them. Shared costs should be allocated using clear and

reproducible methods. The Commission should expect utilities to identify what facilities are
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customer-specific, what facilities provide broader system benefits, what assumptions underlie the
distinction, and how those assumptions can be tested by intervenors and stakeholders.
Reproducibility is important. A stakeholder outside the utility should be able to understand and

evaluate the logic of the allocation and planning approach.

The Commission should also be careful not to collapse different cost categories into a
single rhetorical idea of “large load costs.” Transmission upgrades, distribution extensions,
resource adequacy costs, wholesale market effects, and interconnection study costs are not the
same thing. Each requires different analysis and, in some cases, different jurisdictional treatment.

A sound Washington policy statement should reinforce those distinctions.

C. Calibrated Risk Allocation, Not Punitive Over-Protection

Utilities legitimately seek to avoid stranded costs and planning errors. DCC agrees that risk
mitigation is appropriate. The problem is not with the existence of risk tools; it is with poor
calibration. Across the country, large load tariffs sometimes layer together long contract terms,
high minimum billing thresholds, collateral pegged to full-term payment streams, capacity
reservation charges, customer-funded upgrades, and broad exit fees. When multiple tools are aimed

at the same underlying risk, the result can be over-securitization rather than balanced protection.

The Commission should therefore make clear that every risk-mitigation tool should
correspond to an identifiable exposure. If that exposure declines over time, the tool should step
down. If another mechanism already addresses the same exposure, the utility should explain why
additional protection is needed. The tools in any future large load framework should be treated as
a coordinated package calibrated to actual risk, not as independent levers all pushed to their most

stringent setting. This is how the Commission can protect ratepayers while avoiding the creation



of tariffs that are so severe that they undermine efficient investment or encourage customers to

look for less efficient alternatives.

D. Symmetry and Reciprocal Utility Obligations

One point that is often underdeveloped in large load policy is symmetry. Tariffs and special
agreements frequently impose substantial obligations on customers—Ilong lead time commitments,
minimum billing, collateral, early termination charges, or flexibility obligations. But if those
requirements are justified on the theory that customers should internalize the risks they impose,
utilities should likewise internalize their own obligations to provide clarity and discipline. That
includes transparency regarding upgrade scope, realistic delivery timelines, identification of
process bottlenecks, and a clear mechanism for revisiting assumptions when conditions materially

change.

VI Responses to the Commission’s Questions

A. Question 1. How should the Commission and electric IOUs define “large
loads?”

DCC recommends an objective, end-use-neutral definition centered on a 50 MW threshold,
combined with attention to the load characteristics that matter for planning. The definition should
not turn on NAICS code or business activity. A data center, manufacturing facility, or other
customer with similar load characteristics should be treated the same absent a clear cost-based

reason to do otherwise.

A practical approach would define a large load as a new or expanding load request of 50
MW or more over a defined period. The Commission should also recognize that MW size alone
does not answer every planning question. Ultilities should still consider factors such as expected

load factor, ramp timing, service voltage, transmission-level impacts, power quality requirements,
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and whether the customer is pursuing arrangements such as behind-the-meter generation, co-
location, or non-firm service. Those factors should inform process and planning assumptions, not

become a backdoor way to single out one industry.

B. Question 2. When large loads interconnect, what costs or benefits should be
quantified and tracked?

The Commission’s question correctly distinguishes between direct and indirect costs. DCC
recommends that the Commission establish a disciplined hierarchy. The first step is to identify and
quantify direct, attributable costs: the customer-specific facilities, studies, and near-term
investments required to serve the request. The second step is to identify broader system effects,
including resource adequacy needs, transmission constraints, and supply chain exposure. The third
step is to evaluate benefits, including incremental revenues, improved utilization of existing assets,
and the ability to spread fixed costs over a broader sales base where incremental build costs are

assigned appropriately.

It is also important to track timing. A project can appear expensive if costs are measured at
the moment the first facilities are built, but the picture changes if those facilities later serve
additional customers or if replacement load takes over reserved capacity. The Commission should
therefore encourage utilities to report both initial attribution and later mitigation or sharing

outcomes.

On the benefits side, the Commission should avoid framing that implies large loads are
valuable only if they “overpay.” DCC’s position has been that large loads should pay their full cost
of service, including attributable incremental costs, and should share appropriately in embedded
system costs consistent with allocation principles. When that happens, new load can improve cost

recovery and create downward pressure on average rates without requiring the utility to collect
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revenue above a cost-based standard. Moreover, the rate impact question is not static. A project
can appear costly if measured only at the moment the first facilities are built, but that picture may
change if those facilities later serve additional customers or if replacement load takes over reserved
capacity.

C. Question 3: What data do the Commission, electric IOUs, and interested
persons require to assess the effects of large loads?

The Commission, utilities, and stakeholders need data that supports both system planning
and ratepayer protection. That means more than a queue count. Stakeholders need enough
information to answer four practical questions: (1) what projects are real and how mature are they;
(2) what facilities or resources are needed to serve them; (3) how those needs are being reflected
in forecasts, resource planning, and cost allocation; and (4) what mechanisms are in place to keep

customers from bearing costs for projects that do not materialize or that materially change.

Some of this information may already be available in existing UTC processes or utility
filings, but in many cases it is not presented in a format that makes large load effects easy to
evaluate. The Commission should therefore emphasize process transparency and standardized

reporting rather than assuming that existing docketed data is sufficient.

Third-party sources can also be informative, but they should be used carefully. Regional
studies, WECC materials, forecasting literature, academic work, and consultant white papers can
all help frame risk categories and best practices. They are useful as context. They should not
replace utility-specific evidence or become a substitute for a clear explanation of how a

Washington IOU is actually planning for load growth in its service territory.

If the Commission wants flexibility and efficiency to support interconnection, utilities need

to define the system’s need in operational terms. Customers need to know when the system is
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constrained, what magnitude of reduction would create value, how long events would last, how
performance would be measured, and how compensation would be calculated. Absent that
information, flexibility discussions become abstract and customers cannot assess whether

participation is workable.

The Commission should also require utilities to be transparent about whether flexibility is
being used to solve a short-term operational constraint, a localized distribution or transmission
constraint, or a broader capacity planning concern. Those are different problems. A targeted, well-
designed product may help with the first two. None of them eliminates the need for infrastructure
planning. Flexibility should therefore be treated as a supplemental tool, not as a shortcut around

the hard work of forecasting and buildout.

D. Question 4. How should electric IOUs evaluate and forecast large load
demand?

The core forecasting issue is making sure utilities plan around real projects on real
timelines, rather than speculative load or assumptions that do not reflect how large load customers
actually develop. In DCC’s view, large load forecasting should be grounded in a few basic

principles.

First, utilities should use a commercial readiness framework to distinguish real projects
from paper load before those projects materially drive infrastructure planning. Objective indicators
can include executed agreements, site control, permitting progress, financing milestones, major
equipment procurement, and other concrete signs of viability. The goal is not to block legitimate
development, but to make sure forecasts are disciplined enough to avoid overbuilding for

speculative load.
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Second, utilities should treat large load forecasting as a dynamic, staged process. Large
loads often arrive in phases, not all at once, and forecasts should reflect realistic ramp schedules
rather than assuming full load appears on day one. That requires utilities to use explicit categories
for project maturity, disclose their assumptions about timing and attrition, and regularly update

those assumptions as projects advance, slow down, or fall away.

Third, forecasting needs to be transparent and standardized. Utilities should clearly explain
the assumptions, data sources, and validation methods behind their forecasts, and they should use
consistent reporting standards so stakeholders and regulators can evaluate those forecasts in a
meaningful way. If large load forecasts are going to drive billions of dollars in planning decisions,

the basis for those forecasts needs to be visible and understandable.

Fourth, utilities should incorporate large loads into forecasting and planning in a way that
reflects deliverability and real-world system constraints, not just abstract demand growth. The key
question is not only how much load may arrive, but when it may arrive, where it will be located,
and whether the generation, transmission, and distribution system can realistically serve it on that

timeline.

Finally, utilities and regulators should use regular forecast review and backcasting to
compare projections against actual outcomes and improve forecasting accuracy over time. That
feedback loop is critical. If a forecast is materially off, utilities and stakeholders should understand
why, whether due to project attrition, delays, permitting issues, interconnection constraints, or

changes in customer demand.

In short, DCC’s position is that large load forecasting should be commercial-readiness-
based, staged, transparent, standardized, and regularly tested against actual results. That approach

will help reduce stranded-cost risk, improve planning accuracy, and better protect all customers.
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E. Question 5. What mechanisms, in Washington or elsewhere, could be used to
protect ratepayers from bearing additional cost burden from large load
interconnections and operations?

DCC supports a practical toolkit of ratepayer protections, but the guiding principle is
calibration. A tool should match a risk. It should not be piled on simply because it is available. The
Commission should evaluate contract term, load ramp, minimum billing requirements, exit
provisions, and collateral as an integrated package. In DCC’s experience, the strongest protections

generally include the following:

1. Transparent, data-driven load forecasting: Require electric public utilities to use
standardized methodologies, share underlying assumptions, and reconcile near-term
customer demand with long-term planning models. In situations where customer demand
exceeds supply, utilities and the Commission should endeavor to find equitable and fair
solutions to meet customer demand to the fullest extent possible.

2. Cost-based, non-discriminatory tariff design: Ensure large-load rate provisions reflect cost
causation, avoid cross-subsidies, and include reciprocal utility obligations such as clear
interconnection timelines.

3. Flexible and clearly stated contract terms that balance risk: Allow tailored exit fees,
reasonable load-ramp schedules, and flexible collateral options so utilities recover prudent
costs while customers can scale responsibly. Contract terms should be shared with
prospective customers, in writing, as early as practicable in the customer’s site evaluation
process.

a. Load-ramp schedules: Allow multi-year ramps (typically 3-S5 years) so utilities can
stage infrastructure and customers can scale responsibly.

b. Voluntary demand response and load flexibility: Participation by large loads in
curtailment or flexibility programs should remain voluntary.

c. Exit-fee design: Tie exit fees to unrecovered utility investment and permit capacity
transfers to the next-in-queue customer so stranded-asset risk stays low.

d. Collateral flexibility: Offer multiple security forms—parental guarantees, letters of
credit, surety bonds, or cash—and phase collateral down as project risk declines
over time.

e. Clearly stated contract terms shared with customers as soon as practicable:
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Complete initial drafts of all required utility agreements, such as Letters of
Agreement (“LOA”) and Electric Service Agreements (“ESA”), should be shared
with the prospective customer as soon as practicable. Such drafts should avoid
vague terms and open-ended obligations to the extent possible.

The Commission should be especially cautious about duplicative stacking. For example, if
a utility has already required CIAC for customer-specific facilities and has a calibrated exit fee
tied to unrecovered investment, it may not be appropriate to require collateral sized to secure the
full stream of minimum bills across the contract term absent a separate, data-supported showing.
More broadly, customer commitments should also be paired with corresponding utility obligations
on transparency, timing, and capacity delivery. If customers are expected to commit to long terms,
minimum demand, and collateral, utilities should provide reasonable upgrade and energization
milestones and periodic status updates. The policy statement should make clear that protections

should address actual exposure, not generalized concern.

VII. Conclusion

The Commission has an opportunity in this docket to establish a practical foundation for
large load policy before large load requests become a source of reactive controversy in
Washington. DCC encourages the Commission to use this opportunity to adopt principles that are

disciplined, end-use neutral, and durable.

Specifically, the Commission should emphasize objective definitions, transparent and
reproducible cost allocation, commercial-readiness-based forecasting, calibrated risk mitigation,
and voluntary flexibility programs that reflect operational reality. Any future framework should
remain end-use neutral and focused on load characteristics, not on singling out particular

industries, and the relevant tools should be applied as a coordinated package calibrated to actual
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risk. If the Commission does so, Washington will be better positioned to protect existing customers,
prepare its utilities for future growth, and preserve the state’s competitiveness in an increasingly

digital economy.

DCC appreciates the opportunity to participate in this docket and looks forward to
continued engagement as the Commission develops principles and policies regarding large load

interconnection with Washington’s investor-owned electric utilities.

Respectfully submitted,

[ HenbFyp

Lucas Fykes

Senior Director, Energy Policy

& Regulatory Counsel

Data Center Coalition

1250 H Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20005

Email: lucas@datacentercoalition.org
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