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Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission

2404 Chandler Ct SW
Olympia, WA 98502

Filed: August 5, 2026
Re: Docket UE-260162 — Large Load Customer Interconnection Policies

Dear Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission,

Amazon Data Services, Inc. ("ADS"), an affiliate of Amazon Web Services, Inc. ("AWS") and
Amazon.com, Inc. (“Amazon”), submits these comments in response to the Commission's Notice of
Hybrid Workshop and Opportunity to Comment in Docket UE-260162. ADS appreciates the
Commission's proactive approach to developing policies for large load customers (LLC) seeking
interconnection with investor-owned electric utilities in Washington.

ADS has operated data center infrastructure in the Pacific Northwest for nearly 15 years, beginning
with the launch of its US West (Oregon) Region in 2011. Our experience across multiple states —
including Oregon, Virginia, Ohio, and California — demonstrates that well-designed frameworks
grounded in transparency, cost-of-service principles, and meaningful ratepayer protections, produce
outcomes that benefit all customers. ADS is actively expanding its presence in Washington, including
the acquisition of 554 acres in the Wallula Gap Business Park in Walla Walla County in February 2026,
underscoring our long-term commitment to the state.

Nationally, Amazon has invested more than $156 billion in data center infrastructure since 2011,
supporting over 37,000 jobs annually and generating more than $51 billion in GDP. This is part of the
more than $1.8 trillion Amazon has invested across the U.S. since 2010, supporting infrastructure,
compensation, and communities.

Amazon is committed to paying our fair share and ensuring that it runs its operations with carbon free
energy — that is why we co-founded The Climate Pledge, committing to net-zero carbon emissions by
2040 — ten years ahead of the Paris Agreement's 2050 target. With more than 700 carbon-free energy
projects globally, Amazon is investing in over 40 gigawatts (GW) of carbon-free energy capacity —
enough to power more than 12.1 million U.S. homes. Amazon remains the world's largest corporate
purchaser of renewable energy, a position it has held since 2020.

To be clear: ADS advocates for a Large Load Customer class defined by measurable electrical
characteristics — not a data center-specific tariff. While our comments draw on data center operational
experience, the principles of transparency, cost causation, and fair allocation apply equally to any
qualifying large load regardless of industry.

Our comments address each of the Commission's eight questions below but we also want to note that
states that have adopted punitive, opaque, or overly restrictive frameworks for large load customers
have seen those customers direct investment elsewhere. Large load siting decisions are made on a
national and global basis, and capital flows to jurisdictions that offer regulatory certainty, transparent
cost structures, and fair treatment. Washington is well-positioned to attract significant long-term
investment — but that outcome is not guaranteed. A poorly designed framework risks not only deterring
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new investment but signaling to existing large load customers that expansion in Washington carries
unacceptable regulatory risk. The Commission's decisions in this proceeding will directly influence
whether Washington captures or loses billions of dollars in infrastructure investment and the jobs, tax
revenue, and community benefits that accompany it.

Question 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? Large load customers across multiple industries — including data centers,
advanced manufacturing, hydrogen production, and industrial computing. They share distinguishing
characteristics such as high load factor, predictable demand, and phased ramp-up that may warrant
differentiated tariff treatment. ADS provides its perspective as a data center operator, but emphasizes
that the LLC class should be defined by objective load characteristics rather than by industry or end
use. A technology-neutral, characteristics-based class ensures that the framework remains durable as
Washington's industrial mix evolves and avoids creating industry-specific regulatory silos that may not
serve the Commission's long-term interests.

If the Commission creates a separate LLC class, ADS recommends that the default rate structure be a
transparent, Commission-approved cost-of-service rate, ensuring equal treatment and just and
reasonable rates for all customers. Standard terms and conditions should be applied uniformly rather
than through bilateral negotiations. Where information asymmetry favors the utility this should not be
at the utility’s discretion. Eligibility criteria should also be based on objective characteristics such as
minimum demand threshold and load factor, providing clarity and consistency for all prospective large
load customers.

The benefits of this approach are already evident in other jurisdictions. In Indiana, AEP Indiana &
Michigan Power's approved large load tariff led the utility to announce an approximately 3.6%
residential rate reduction, "made possible by the load growth and increased revenue from large
customers, including data centers." ADS cautions against structures that give utilities unilateral
discretion to set rates without Commission oversight, as such arrangements undermine the regulatory
compact and may produce unjust outcomes for both large load customers and existing ratepayers.

ADS further notes that the Commission should consider the distinct governance structures of investor-
owned utilities (I0OUs) and consumer-owned utilities (COUs) in designing any LLC tariff framework.
COUs are, by nature and governance, more directly accountable to and focused on their individual
communities' interests. Where a COU and a large load customer have mutually agreed to terms that
serve the community, centralized state policy-making on those arrangements may undermine the very
local decision-making that makes COUs effective. ADS recommends that any LLC tariff class be
mandatory for [OUs — where Commission oversight is essential to protect ratepayers from information
asymmetry while COUs should retain latitude to determine how they wish to serve large loads, with the
Commission's tariff serving as a guideline rather than a mandate. This approach respects the Public
Utility Districts (PUDs), Municipal Energy (Munis), and COU governance model while preserving
community self-determination, and avoids imposing a one-size-fits-all framework where local
conditions and relationships already produce fair outcomes.

Question 2: If large loads 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)?

ADS supports large load contributions to programs, benefiting the broader customer base. We seek to
pay our share of system-wide costs. However, contributions should be based on cost causation
principles — reflecting actual costs large load customers impose or actual program costs, fairly
allocated and should be uniform across similarly situated customers. All such contributions should be
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subject to Commission review and established through ratemaking, not opaque bilateral agreements that
lack public accountability.

Large load customers can reasonably contribute to low-income bill assistance, energy efficiency and
demand response programs, and grid modernization investments. Notably, surplus revenue from large
loads already benefits other customers. An E3 study projected surplus utility revenue of $3.4 million in
2025 and $6.1 million in 2030 for a single 100 MW data center. In Mississippi, Entergy launched a
$300 million grid transformation initiative at no additional cost to residential customers, funded in part
by Amazon and other large customers. These examples demonstrate that well-structured LLC
integration generates net benefits for the broader customer base without requiring punitive or
discriminatory contribution mechanisms.

Beyond direct energy system contributions, large load customers like ADS generate substantial
community-wide benefits that extend well beyond the meter. In Oregon, Amazon's data center
investments have delivered significant economic development outcomes for rural communities —
including sustained employment, local tax revenue, infrastructure improvements, and supply chain
development. This directly benefits all residents regardless of whether they are utility customers. These
investments often catalyze broader infrastructure upgrades including roads, water systems, broadband
connectivity that serve the entire community and would not otherwise have been funded.

The Commission should consider the full spectrum of community benefits when evaluating large load
customer contribution frameworks, rather than narrowly focusing on energy-specific programs. Where
large load customers are already delivering measurable community value through their presence and
investment, contribution requirements should be calibrated to avoid double counting or penalizing
customers who are already net contributors to community welfare. This is particularly true for
consumer-owned utilities, where the community itself has chosen to welcome large load investment
precisely because of these broader benefits.

Question 3: If 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)8
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)9 to accurately
reflect cost causation?

ADS recommends a hybrid approach to cost allocation. Identifiable incremental costs, such as new
substations, dedicated feeders, and triggered upgrades, can be assigned to the large load customer to
cover, within reason. Shared system costs should be allocated using the embedded cost method with
allocators reflecting actual large load usage patterns. The large load should also receive credit for system
benefits it provides, including high load factor, demand response participation, and resource adequacy
contributions.

This framework prevents cross-subsidization in either direction, ensuring that existing ratepayers are
not burdened by LLC-specific infrastructure while also ensuring that large load customers are not
overcharged for system costs they do not drive. Critically, regardless of methodology, resulting rates
must be transparent and subject to Commission review to maintain public confidence in the fairness of
the allocation.
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Question 4: To the extent that it is possible to assign direct costs to an LL.C, do up-front payments
eliminate the need for contract length minimums or exit fees? 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?

Where direct costs are identified and paid upfront by the large load, this substantially eliminates
stranded asset risk for those costs. No contract minimums or exit fees are needed for infrastructure that
has already been fully funded by the customer. It’s worth noting that IOUs are in the business of
deploying capital and generating a return on that capital, AWS is supportive of that over direct payment
of costs upfront.

For indirect costs, ADS recommends a layered approach to risk mitigation. Minimum contract lengths
of 10 to 15 years are appropriate and consistent with data center useful lives of 20 or more years. Exit
fees should be structured as declining balances reflecting remaining unamortized indirect costs,
ensuring that the utility is made whole without imposing punitive charges on a departing customer.
Collateral requirements during initial ramp-up are reasonable and should be reduced once sustained
operations are demonstrated. Take-or-pay provisions provide ongoing revenue certainty for the utility
during the contract term.

Protections should be proportional to actual risk — not stacked to create barriers to entry that deter
investment. In Indiana, AWS's agreement with NIPSCO ring-fences incremental costs with AWS
paying 100% of its cost of service, projecting approximately $1 billion in value returned to existing
customers over fifteen years. This demonstrates that robust ratepayer protections and large load service
are not mutually exclusive.

Question 5: Should IOU offerings for flexibility be uniform, such as through a tariff, or is
flexibility better pursued as a case-by-case negotiation? If uniform, what terms of flexible
interconnections should be established?

ADS supports a hybrid approach that combines uniform baseline terms established via tariff with
negotiated enhancements where both parties identify mutual benefits. The uniform tariff should define
flexibility products, minimum notice periods, compensation mechanisms, maximum curtailment hours,
and performance protocols. A tiered structure is appropriate, progressing from notification-only
arrangements to voluntary curtailment with compensation and then to contractual curtailment with
higher compensation, allowing both the utility and the large load to select the level of flexibility that
best serves their operational needs.

ADS does not support case-by-case negotiation being the only option available for large loads because
there should always be a standard the Commission falls back on. However, if a case-by-case negotiation
is permitted beyond the tariff baseline, all agreements must be filed with the Commission, material
terms should be disclosed subject to appropriate confidentiality protections, and the Commission should
retain authority to reject agreements that are not in the public interest. This ensures that flexibility does
not become a vehicle for preferential treatment or opaque arrangements that disadvantage other
customers.

This distinction between uniform requirements and local discretion is particularly important when
considering consumer-owned utilities. COUs operate under governance structures that inherently align
utility decision-making with community interests. In Washington, our current COU partners have
actively sought large load investment and developed service arrangements that reflect their
communities' economic development priorities. Requiring these utilities to conform to a rigid statewide
tariff — particularly given Washington's political landscape — risks displacing locally-driven solutions
with centralized mandates that may not reflect on-the-ground realities. ADS recommends that the
Commission's uniform tariff framework apply as a binding standard for IOUs, while serving as a
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recommended baseline for COUs, preserving their authority to tailor terms that best serve their
ratepayers and communities.

Question 6: 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)? For all commenting
parties, what additional information should LLCs submit when entering an interconnection
queue? What information would not be necessary?

ADS supports reasonable disclosure at queue entry. Appropriate disclosures include proof of site
control, expected energization schedule with ramp rates, contracted peak demand, power supply details,
flexibility and curtailment intentions, and a nonrefundable study fee proportional to demand. These
items provide the utility with sufficient information to conduct interconnection studies and plan system
upgrades without imposing unnecessary burdens on applicants.

Regarding disclosure scope, ADS recommends full disclosure to the Commission under protective order
where information is commercially sensitive, and aggregated disclosure to stakeholders — such as total
megawatts in queue and average timelines — to provide system-level transparency without
compromising individual customer confidentiality.

Question 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. 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?

For short-term communications, data centers are among the most predictable large loads on the grid.
ADS supports providing 24 to 48 hours’ notice for planned maintenance events, sharing real-time
telemetry subject to cybersecurity protections, and providing immediate notification of unplanned
events.

For long-term planning, ADS recommends a collared projection approach. Annual demand forecasts
should be provided 3 to 5 years out with a confidence interval of plus or minus 15 to 20 percent. Binding
energization milestones should be established at 12, 6, and 3 months with increasing precision at each
interval. A maximum contracted demand should establish the planning upper bound for utility system
planning purposes. We believe take-or-pay provisions are appropriate once the infrastructure is
energized.

Question 8: How do the utilities plan to engage with this ongoing process at FERC? Do the utilities
plan to comment on any of the dockets initiated by FERC? 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?

ADS encourages the Commission to coordinate with ongoing FERC proceedings to ensure that state
and federal policies are complementary rather than duplicative. The Commission should encourage
utility participation in FERC dockets addressing large load interconnection and adopt comparable
transparency standards for UTC-jurisdictional utilities. ADS is willing to support utilities in providing
demand-side data for effective transmission planning, subject to appropriate confidentiality protections.
Coordination between state and federal regulators will produce more efficient outcomes for utilities,
large load customers, and existing ratepayers alike.

Conclusion
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Amazon is committed to being a responsible, long-term partner in Washington's energy future. We
recognize that the rapid growth of large loads presents both opportunities and challenges for the state's
electric system, and we believe that thoughtful policy design can deliver outcomes that serve all
customers — large and small alike.

The common thread across successful large load frameworks in other jurisdictions is transparency.
Transparent rates ensure that all customers understand what they are paying and why. Transparent
contributions ensure that program funding reflects actual costs and benefits rather than arbitrary
assessments. Transparent interconnection processes ensure that utilities, regulators, and customers
operate from a shared set of facts. And transparent Commission oversight ensures that the public interest
remains the lodestar of every decision.

ADS also urges the Commission to recognize the distinct role of consumer-owned utilities in
Washington's energy landscape. COUs are, by governance and mission, accountable to the communities
they serve — and in many cases, those communities have actively chosen to welcome large load
investment because of the economic development, employment, and infrastructure benefits it delivers.
Where a COU and a large load customer have reached mutually beneficial arrangements that reflect
community priorities, centralized state mandates risk displacing local decision-making that is already
producing fair outcomes.

ADS has demonstrated through its investments and operations across the country that large load
customers and existing ratepayers can thrive together when frameworks are built on these principles.
We are eager to bring that same collaborative approach to Washington and to work alongside the
Commission, utilities, consumer advocates, and other stakeholders to develop policies that promote
reliability, affordability, and clean energy progress for all Washingtonians.

The Commission should also recognize what is at stake if this framework is poorly designed. Large
load customers evaluate jurisdictions competitively. States that have created punitive contribution
structures, opaque bilateral processes, or rigid one-size-fits-all mandates have seen large load
investment redirected to more welcoming jurisdictions. Washington is competing for capital against
states like Indiana, Ohio, and Texas that have already demonstrated workable models. The decisions
made in this proceeding will determine whether Washington is a destination for long-term infrastructure
investment — or a cautionary example that drives capital elsewhere.

We look forward to continued engagement in this proceeding and welcome the opportunity to
participate in the August 12 workshop.

Respectfully submitted,

Signed by:

Bramdon ﬁx?w

053CF9833862445

Brandon Oyer
Director of Energy & Water for the Americas
Amazon Web Services
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