
August 3, 2026 
 
Je. Killip 
Executive Director and Secretary 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
P.O. Box 47250 
Olympia, WA 98504-725022 
 
Re: Comments of American Council for an Energy-E7icient Economy in advance of 
Commission-led Hybrid Workshop 2 on large load interconnections and tari7s, Docket 
UE-260162. 
 
The American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) respec;ully submits these 
comments in response to the Washington U?li?es and Transporta?on Commission’s request for 
wriDen input associated with Docket UE-260162. ACEEE appreciates the opportunity to provide 
perspec?ve on the Commission’s ques?ons regarding emerging large electric loads and their 
implica?ons for u?lity planning, ratepayer protec?on, and system costs. The following responses 
are intended to support the Commission’s efforts to develop principles and policies that ensure 
least-cost outcomes, equitable risk alloca?on, and reliable service as large loads seek 
interconnec?on to investor-owned u?lity systems. 
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Response to Questions  
1. Are there LLC characteris/cs that create enough differen/a/on that they would benefit 
from having their own LLC class of tariffs? If so, what are they, and what tariff mechanics 
should be different?  
 
No comment. 
 
 
 
2. Commenters iden/fied indirect and difficult-to-track costs that LLCs impose on the u/lity 
system.1 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 
contribu/ng to low-income bill assistance, low-income weatheriza/on, low-income 
decarboniza/on, energy efficiency, demand flexibility programs, or funding for u/lity 
ventures.2  
 
If LLCs were to provide direct payments to a u/lity in order to fund programs that benefit 
other customers, what specific programs should LLCs contribute towards (e.g., low-income bill 
assistance, weatheriza/on, demand response programs, intervenors’ fund)?  
 

We agree with the premise that LLC contributions to utility programs can be a productive mechanism 
for addressing the costs that large loads impose on the electric system. Multiple programs can 
benefit customers, but this response will focus on demand-side management (DSM) via energy 
efficiency and demand flexibility. 

If LLCs contribute funding to programs that benefit other customers, those investments should 
prioritize energy efficiency and demand flexibility measures that reduce thermal space heating and 
water heating loads, which are among the largest drivers of both utility costs—now and in the 
future—and summer and winter peak demand. The highest-priority investments include 
weatherization (e.g., attic insulation, air sealing, high-efficiency windows), high-efficiency heat 
pumps, and heat pump water heaters. These measures simultaneously reduce energy use, lower peak 

 
1 Such costs include local heat island e/ects, competition for energy infrastructure, e/ects on market prices, 
and supply chain pressure. 
2 For an example of funding utility ventures, see the example of NV Energy’s Clean Transition Tari/. For an 
example of charges contributing to programs that benefit vulnerable customers, see the Oregon PUC’s Order 
26-154 in Docket UM 2377. 



demand, defer transmission and distribution system upgrades, and help prepare buildings for 
Washington’s long-term electrification and decarbonization goals. 

LLC funding should also support expanded demand flexibility programs. Priority areas include 
thermal space conditioning (e.g., through smart thermostats), grid-interactive water heating, 
managed electric vehicle charging, vehicle-to-grid (V2G) programs, distributed battery storage, and 
industrial demand flexibility. We recommend enrolling behind-the-meter technologies that are not 
yet part of a utility demand flexibility program and incentivizing deployment of technologies in 
buildings that do not yet have them. 

While demand flexibility receives much attention in load growth discussions by virtue of its ability to 
reduce peak demand—a key driver of utility costs—the UTC should not ignore energy efficiency’s 
potential. Before accounting for demand center flexibility, within the next 15 years there is 130–270 
GW of realistically achievable DSM peak reduction potential in the U.S., with about 70 GW of that 
potential coming from energy efficiency. 

Particular emphasis should be placed on low-income households, multifamily buildings, and renter-
occupied properties where market barriers and split incentives frequently prevent investment in cost-
effective efficiency improvements. LLC funding can complement Washington’s existing pre-
weatherization activities, health and safety measures, and energy-related repairs that are often 
prerequisites to deeper efficiency upgrades but frequently struggle to secure adequate funding 
under traditional cost-effectiveness screening practices. Supporting these harder-to-reach customers 
would maximize both system benefits and community benefits while improving affordability for 
households most vulnerable to rising energy costs. 

The Commission should also consider directing LLC contributions toward emerging community-scale 
solutions such as thermal energy networks and waste heat recovery systems. These technologies can 
repurpose waste heat from large facilities, reducing community energy costs while supporting 
decarbonization goals and creating local economic benefits.  

Leveraging utility demand-side management (DSM) programs to address load growth offers several 
advantages. These include experienced program administration, access to an established customer 
base and marketing channels, and existing relationships with program implementers.  

However, these programs were largely developed to reduce utility and customer costs, not as 
targeted solutions for large load growth. We recommend a few key adjustments to the utility DSM 
programming framework to optimize their applicability to LLC loads: 

• Include DSM within an integrated planning framework that optimizes generation, 
transmission, and distribution investments simultaneously 

• Evaluate programs and compensate program participants using performance-based criteria 
that value the time and location of delivered capacity 



• Base implementor compensation on value delivered to the grid, not just on the time or 
materials needed to install a certain number of measures 

We note that while direct payments to utility-administered programs are one potential funding 
mechanism, the Commission's primary objective should be to maximize the deployment of cost-
effective demand-side resources that reduce system costs and support grid reliability, regardless of 
delivery mechanism. For this reason, we recommend that the UTC also encourage the development 
of third-party DSM procurement models, such as through community-based power (i.e., virtual 
power plant) arrangements. 

Finally, any LLC contributions should be strictly additive to existing utility and state investments. LLC 
funding should supplement, rather than replace, spending that utilities or policymakers would 
otherwise have made on energy efficiency, demand flexibility, low-income programs, or 
decarbonization initiatives. 

 
 
 
 
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 u/li/es allocate the costs to serve 
LLCs? Specifically, should u/li/es use the standard embedded cost method under WAC 480-
85-060(1)3 or should the unique demand profiles and infrastructure requirements of LLCs 
jus/fy the use of alterna/ve incremental or marginal cost methods under WAC 480-85-060(2)4 
to accurately reflect cost causa/on?  
 
No comment. 
 
 
4. To serve LLC customers, u/li/es 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 u/li/es depend on serving LLCs for revenue to cover the cost of service. 

 
3 The embedded costs method mixes the costs of new and existing infrastructure, and the resulted blended 
costs are equally allocated across all customer classes.  
4 Incremental or marginal cost method isolates the costs of new infrastructure and assigned that incremental 
cost to the specific customer whose demand caused the investment. 



Some op/ons 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 payments5 
eliminate the need for contract length minimums or exit fees? 
 
No comment. 
 
 

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?  
 
No comment. 

 
 
5. U/lity interconnec/ons are typically “firm,” where customers are free to use the resource 
at any /me. In some instances, where supply is not always available, customers may be 
limited during some hours of the year depending on market condi/ons. For example, 
Bonneville Power Administra/on plans to offer transmission customers “condi/onal firm” 
service, which may interrupt customer transmission access when the system is strained.6 
U/li/es and LLCs engage in a similar transac/on when considering flexible demand in 
exchange, typically in exchange for faster interconnec/on and lower rates. Industry-accepted 
language and standards regarding large load flexibility is only recently emerging.7 The 
Commission invites commenters to consider EPRI’s draa data center flexibility framework, 
included as appendix A, in order to answer the following ques/ons. 
 

• Should IOU offerings for flexibility be uniform, such as through a tariff, or is flexibility 
beber pursued as a case-by-case nego/a/on? 
 
We recommend a combina?on of uniform and case-by-case mechanisms. 
 
 

• If uniform, what terms of flexible interconnec/ons should be established? 
 

 
5 Up-front payments could potentially be made through contributions in aid of construction (CIAC). 
6 For more information, see Bonneville’s Grid Access Transformation e/orts and TC-27 proceedings. 
7 Homepage | DCFlex 



First, we encourage the UTC to allow the source of flexibility within a “flexible 
interconnec?on” framework to be either inside the LLC campus/facility or outside within 
the same grid region. Community flexibility can offer addi?onal benefits like distribu?on 
system relief. Also, the installa?on and ac?va?on of flexible technologies in buildings 
provides direct community benefits that may con?nue delivering value beyond the 
life?me of the LLC’s facility. 
 
For either source of flexibility we support the ability of u?li?es and LLCs to construct 
their own energy service framework, but recommend that specific structural issues be 
worked out by the UTC. Establishing a limited set of common rules provides clarity for 
both u?li?es and LLCs, reducing the need to renego?ate these issues during every 
interconnec?on process and promo?ng consistent treatment across service territories. 
 
The following is a non-exhaus?ve list of elements that should be considered for uniform 
treatment across u?li?es: 
 

o Which LLCs are eligible to par?cipate in a flexible interconnec?on process 
o Defini?on of what qualifies as capacity 
o Mechanism for measurement and verifica?on of load reduc?ons 
o Minimum LLC obliga?ons within the framework 
o Allowable LLC benefits (e.g., firm service, clear curtailment rules, cost benefits) 
o Penal?es for non-delivery of capacity 

 
 

• If case-by-case, what insight should the Commission and interested persons have into 
the nego/a/on process and results? What informa/on could not be shared?  
 
No comment. 
 
 

 
6. The Public U/lity Commission of Texas requires disclosures, such as the list below,8 as part 
of an "intermediate agreement" or final “interconnec/on agreement” when an LLC submits 
an interconnec/on request to ERCOT for study. Some data submibed in an intermediate 
agreement are required to be updated in the final interconnec/on agreement phase.  
 

 
8 Texas PUC Interconnection Requirements  



Informa(on required by the Texas Public U(lity Commission  
 

• Proof of site control  
• State and local regulatory approvals 
• Disclosure of substan/ally similar requests in other service territories 
• Site-related studies, such as engineering studies, and poten/al for heat reuse 
• Expected permieng /meline 
• Expected energiza/on schedule, with ramp rates, including for contracted peak 

demand 
• Financial securi/es for significant equipment or services, or for system upgrades 
• Power supply details, including back-up genera/on 
• Nonrefundable interconnec/on study fee that is propor/onal to expected energy or 

capacity demand 
• Inten/on to employ flexibility and curtailment 
• Expected power usage effec/veness, energy reuse effec/veness, or other efficiency 

metrics 
• Contribu/ons in aid of construc/on  

 
a. For u/li/es, which of the following do LLCs already submit to IOUs, and when (e.g., 

when entering an interconnec/on queue, signing a service agreement)? 
 
N/A 
 
 

b. For all commen/ng par/es, what addi/onal informa/on should LLCs submit when 
entering an interconnec/on queue? What informa/on would not be necessary? 
 
Lack of data surrounding LLCs is a fundamental challenge. Data transparency is extensive 
on the genera?on side, much of it publicly available through the Energy Informa?on 
Administra?on and other sources. We know every generator’s size, technology type, 
opera?ng characteris?cs, and loca?on. For large generators, we even have access to 
hourly u?liza?on.  
 
In contrast, there’s very liDle publicly available informa?on about LLC loads. Even basic 
data—such as loca?on and size—can be difficult to obtain. Informa?on about 
opera?onal behavior on an hourly or daily basis is almost nonexistent.  
 



We do not disagree with any of the data categories suggested in the ques?on, but 
recommend collec?ng addi?onal data regarding the LLC’s intended opera?on. We 
cannot manage what we cannot measure. If we want to improve resource adequacy 
analysis during the interconnec?on process, we need clarity on what data are essen?al 
and which are preferred. The table below contains recommenda?ons from researchers 
at Telos Energy. 
 

Data Need Current Status Essen/al Preferred 
Size Good Nameplate capacity Annual ramp rate 
Loca6on Fair Zonal Nodal 

Hourly Characteris6cs Fair 8760 hourly loads Disaggregated profiles by 
large load 

Weather Dependence Poor 
Exclude large loads from 
underlying load-temperature 
rela6onship 

Mul6ple weather years of 
large load data 

Resource Configura6on Poor Load type, on-site generator 
specs, run-hour limita6ons 

Market price sensi6vity, 
flexibility parameters 

 
At a minimum, LLCs must reveal the nameplate capacity and zonal loca?on of their 
proposed facility. Ideally, they would also share their capacity requirements as a func?on 
of ?me, as well as their nodal loca?on to beDer ?me and geographically target DSM 
solu?ons. The same applies to hourly load profiles, which from a resource adequacy 
standpoint is the biggest informa?on gap today. Ideally, we would disaggregate these 
data further—by individual large loads or at least by clusters of large loads. 
 
It is also essen?al to understand the extent to which large loads will depend on weather 
and temperature. Historically, large loads have been less sensi?ve to weather than 
underlying load, and they should be modeled according to their own weather 
dependence rather than being assigned the rela?onship of unlike loads.  
 
Understanding the genera?on, storage, and flexibility resources large loads bring, as well 
as their opera?onal characteris?cs, is similarly important for system planning. We need 
to be able to model large load campuses the same way we would model any fleet of load 
and genera?on resources. 
 
Another set of data that demands par?cular aDen?on concerns an LLC’s inten/on and 
ability to employ demand flexibility. Informa?on needed to assess a large load’s 
flexibility poten?al exists across five dimensions: 
 



o Depth: Minimum percentage of contracted demand that can be curtailed (e.g., 
50%+). 

o Speed: Maximum response ?me following an operator signal (e.g., 5-10 
minutes). 

o Dura/on: Minimum length of a curtailment event (e.g., 4 hours). 
o Availability: Minimum annual availability for curtailment (e.g., 2% or more of 

annual hours). 
o Persistence: Number years for which the LLC is capable of mee?ng these 

requirements 
 
This informa?on should be collected during the interconnec?on process or as a 
condi?on of retail service. While not every large load will be willing or able to provide 
flexibility, understanding which loads are allows u?li?es to incorporate flexibility into 
study assump?ons and infrastructure planning. 

 
Importantly, a flexible large load is dis?nct from a tradi?onal interrup?ble load. 
Interrup?ble loads are typically curtailed only during emergencies, and planners 
con?nue to build the system to serve their full demand under normal condi?ons. In 
contrast, flexible large loads make binding flexibility commitments that are incorporated 
into planning assump?ons from the outset. Flexibility becomes a design feature of the 
load, not merely an emergency reliability tool. 
 
This dis?nc?on has important implica?ons for the interconnec?on process. Today, 
u?li?es generally study large load requests based on the assump?on that customers will 
draw their full contracted capacity during system peaks. As a result, u?li?es may iden?fy 
more transmission, distribu?on, and genera?on upgrades than would be necessary if a 
customer's flexibility commitments were incorporated into planning assump?ons. 
Recognizing flexibility in the interconnec?on process could create two important 
benefits. 
 
First, u?li?es could priori?ze interconnec?on requests from LLCs that make meaningful, 
long-term flexibility commitments. Because flexible loads can reduce infrastructure 
requirements, lower costs for ratepayers, and support state policy objec?ves, they are 
not similarly situated to inflexible loads. Providing queue priority to customers that 
commit to flexibility therefore should not be viewed as undue discrimina?on. A hybrid 
approach that also considers a project’s readiness level (e.g., documented site control, 
end-user commitment, energy supply solu?on) could allow flexible customers to receive 
priority within emerging queue categories. 



 
Second, u?li?es should be permiDed to incorporate binding flexibility commitments into 
interconnec?on studies and planning models. If a data center commits to reducing 
demand during peak system condi?ons, that commitment should affect assump?ons 
regarding infrastructure needs and upgrade requirements. Failing to account for 
flexibility can result in overbuilding, higher costs, and unnecessary emissions. 
 
While this is s?ll an emerging concept, it is increasingly being reflected in state policy. 
For example, New Jersey's Data Center Fair Share Act directs the Board of Public U?li?es 
to develop standards that priori?ze the interconnec?on of large data center customers 
that make binding commitments to either: 
 

• Provide new clean genera?on or energy storage resources; or 
• Deliver demand-reduc?on resources through an approved demand-reduc?on 

framework. 
 
These policies recognize that not all large loads impose the same costs or risks on the 
electric system. The interconnec?on process should dis?nguish between customers that 
are willing to ac?vely support system reliability and those that expect tradi?onal firm 
service. Collec?ng the data above is a necessary step toward making that determina?on. 
 
 

c. For all commen/ng par/es, should this informa/on be made available to the 
Commission, stakeholder groups, or the public? If not, how could it be made available 
at an aggregated level?  
 
The informa?on should be made available to third-party DSM service providers, 
including those who offer virtual power plant services. Maintaining informa?onal parity 
with u?li?es—even if shared under a non-disclosure agreement—provides the 
opportunity to fairly compete their offerings with u?lity programs to ensure the best 
overall energy solu?ons are procured. 
 
For example, in December 2025 the Colorado Public U?li?es Commission supported this 
principle by ordering Xcel Energy to expand public access to its detailed, node-level 
capacity maps so that flexible resources can beDer address load growth (Decision C25-
0903). 
 

 



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

a. Regarding short-term demand fluctua/ons or interrup/ons, what no/ce does a u/lity 
need in order to effec/vely manage changes, such as an LLC fully or par/ally switching 
to backup power? 
 
No response. 
 
 

b. Regarding long-term LLC energiza/on schedules, how should LLCs communicate 
planned demand to u/li/es? For example, this could be a projec/on with an error 
range, a “collared” maximum and minimum, or another method. 
 
We suggest communica?ng planned demand through a combina?on of: 
 

o Expected energiza?on schedule and ramp trajectory (e.g., 100 MW in Year 1, 300 
MW in Year 2, 500 MW in Year 3) 

o Informa?on on uncertainty and project maturity, ?ed to development milestones 
o Maximum net withdrawals and any flexibility limits, especially when backup 

genera?on, baDeries, or co-located resources are involved 
o Scenario-based ranges of future demand, rather than relying solely on a single 

forecast. 
 
 

c. Can this informa/on be made “binding” once provided by LLCs? What would the best 
mechanism for that binding be, and how would compliance or penal/es be 
determined? 
 
The most direct mechanism would be to incorporate load forecasts, ramp schedules, 
maximum demand levels, and flexibility commitments into the LLC's interconnec?on 
agreement or transmission service agreement. For example, an LLC could commit to: 
 

o A maximum annual load ramp schedule 
o A contracted maximum demand 
o A minimum demand level (if the u?lity is planning around expected u?liza?on) 
o Specific curtailment obliga?ons 



o Expected opera?on of backup genera?on during con?ngencies.  
 
These become contractual obliga?ons rather than merely planning assump?ons.   
 
Tariff provisions are another key enforcement mechanism. For example, SPP's proposed CHILLS 
framework establishes enforceable curtailment obliga?ons before service begins. Because tariffs 
have regulatory force, significant devia?ons from provided data (e.g., demand forecasts, back-
up resources) could trigger prescribed charges or penal?es. 
 
 
 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Mike Specian 
Senior Research Manager 
American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy 
529 14th Street Northwest 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20045 
mspecian@aceee.org 
 


