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COMMENTS OF GOOGLE LLC
UE-260162
INTRODUCTION

Google LLC ("Google") respectfully submits these Comments in response to the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission’s (UTC) July 10, 2026 opportunity
to comment on Docket UE-260162, which was opened to proactively explore the effects
of emerging large loads on electric utilities.

As a leading technology company reliant on a robust Western Interconnection and a
long-standing partner to the Washington business community, Google is deeply
invested in the state’s success. In 2025 alone, our investments and operations helped
drive $42.8 billion in economic activity for thousands of Washington businesses,
nonprofits, publishers, creators, and developers. This significant economic footprint
underscores Google's commitment to a sustainable and scalable energy future for the
region.

In light of this commitment, Google appreciates the Commission’s proactive approach
to planning for and managing the increased energy requirements of Washington’s
growing and diversifying economy. From manufacturing facilities and hydrogen
production to data centers, a stable grid is paramount. Consequently, Google supports
the overall direction of developing a structured framework for large load customers
(LLCs) while offering several distinct recommendations to ensure the balance of
economic competitiveness with long-term grid stability.

We believe that these guidelines will best position Washington to seize the historic
opportunity presented by load growth across multiple sectors of the economy, ensuring
that infrastructure development serves as a catalyst for continued investment.

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 tariffs should apply to new customers and be end-use agnostic,
structured around electrical characteristics like peak demand size and capacity
factor rather than the end use. An agnostic design ensures fair, grid-impact-based
cost allocation. From an engineering and economic standpoint, the grid is indifferent
to whether a load is powering a data center, an advanced semiconductor
manufacturing plant, or a green hydrogen facility; it only cares how much power is
drawn and when. A large load in any industry poses a "stranded asset" risk if the LLC
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downsizes or exits after the utility builds expensive supporting infrastructure.
Applying protective tariff structures—like minimum demand charges, credit
requirements, long-term commitments, and exit fees—to all large loads protects
everyday ratepayers from risk, regardless of the industry driving the expansion.

Additionally, end-use agnostic tariffs future-proof the regulatory environment.
Singling out specific sectors can distort local economies and drive LLCs to
neighboring regions with more predictable rate structures. By focusing purely on
grid impact, the UTC can avoid having to constantly draft new, industry-specific
dockets as technology evolves. Whether the next wave of demand comes from
artificial intelligence, electric vehicle fleet charging hubs, or bio-manufacturing, an
agnostic framework is already equipped to handle the load fairly and systematically.

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)?

Google supports a framework where LLCs contribute fairly to the grid while retaining
the flexibility to drive decarbonization and direct community benefit. Google agrees
that LLCs should pay standard, system-wide energy efficiency charges on their bills
and also supports voluntary, incentive-based programs that align customer actions
with grid needs and community support.

Because large loads have highly complex and varied operational profiles, a one-size-
fits-all requirement for demand response programs is not effective. Instead, utilities
should offer voluntary participation pathways paired with strong, tangible incentives.
To compensate for this operational disruption, LLCs opting into demand response
should receive capacity credits to offset their demand charges, accelerated
interconnection, or both. This incentive-based structure turns grid flexibility into a
mutual benefit for both the utility and the LLC.

To drive grid decarbonization, Google recommends that the UTC establish an
optional Clean Transition Tariff (CTT) framework, similar to the innovative program
Google supported with NV Energy’. Under a CTT, the LLC and the utility collaborate
to identify and procure advanced clean energy resources, transmission projects, or
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distributed energy resources that but for the presence of the large customer, would
not have been built. This tariff should remain optional, attracting clean energy buyers
while offering clear incentives for those buyers to bear the early-stage technology
risks and premium costs, thereby insulating ratepayers.

Finally, Google believes programs that fund weatherization beyond what is already
included in standard rates are best served through direct, voluntary partnerships.
Google has a proven history of investing in low-income weatherization, pre-
weatherization, and community projects above and beyond utility requirements. For
example, our Energy Impact Program has deployed millions of dollars to repair
structural issues in homes in Indiana so they could qualify for federal weatherization
assistance, funded retrofits with Roanoke Electric Cooperative in North Carolina, and
supported heat-pump installations in Georgia. We are committed to these initiatives
and do not believe they should be mandated through regulatory surcharges, as
direct corporate investments allow for more targeted, efficient, and impactful
community outcomes.

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)2
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?

Google’s response to this question is embedded in its answer to Question 4.

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. Tothe extent thatitis 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

2 The embedded costs method mixes the costs of new and existing infrastructure, and the resulted
blended costs are equally allocated across all customer classes.

3 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.

4 Up-front payments could potentially be made through contributions in aid of construction (CIAC).



costs or costs that cannot be directly assigned to an LLC customer? How
do their uses change?

To address the significant grid infrastructure upgrades required for LLCs while
protecting existing ratepayers from stranded asset risks the UTC should not consider
direct cost allocation and instead adopt a Capacity Commitment Framework (CCF)
through a large load tariff. This framework is a contract-based model designed to
ensure that large energy users pay their fair share of grid upgrades without
transferring financial risks to other ratepayers. The CCF leverages structured, long-
term financial commitments based on five core pillars: an amount-based, end-use
agnostic approach; a long-term financial promise; guaranteed minimum "“take-or-
pay" payments; upfront collateral; and transparent change or cancellation fees. This
innovative model has already been adopted in the following states: Arizona (Salt
River Project), Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri (Ameren,
Evergy), Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia.

Upfront payments efficiently cover direct interconnection assets like dedicated
radial lines and substations, but they do not account for the extensive upstream
investments in regional transmission and generation necessary for large loads.
Absent long-term commitments, an early departure by a LLC leaves utilities with
unamortized costs, placing an unfair burden on small business and residential
ratepayers. Consequently, minimum contract durations and exit fees remain crucial
tools for managing stranded asset risks related to indirect costs, though their
regulatory application should transition from asset recovery toward capacity
reservation fees. Under this framework, contract minimums establish a predictable
revenue timeline to amortize upstream capital, while exit fees function as
transparent capacity cancellation fees that protect ratepayers during the transition
period as capacity is absorbed or reallocated.

Google maintains that the commitment-based CCF is more sustainable and
equitable than direct cost allocation for system upgrades. A direct allocation
mandate raises three significant concerns. First, this mechanism would effectively
bifurcate system access, restricting it only to entities that can afford prohibitive,
nine-figure upfront capital costs. This could create an insurmountable barrier to
entry, effectively walling off other commercial participants from accessing the
system. Second, this model risks creating unbounded cost exposure for large load
customers. Under this framework, the IOU could argue that any system upgrade—
whether a large-load-specific line extension or a localized transformer primarily
benefiting residential customers—benefits the grid as a whole, thereby
inappropriately and disproportionately shifting general grid upgrade costs onto
specific large customers. Third, this approach presents a significant risk to the
shared system; when large customers pay directly for specific upgrades, there is an
inherent expectation of specialized consideration and prioritization of their service.



Such privatization of specific system enhancements is fundamentally incompatible
with the principles of shared grid operations.

Beyond the systemic issues associated with direct cost allocation, Google is also
concerned that these proposals fail to account for adjustments to and IOU’s Return
on Equity (ROE) and capital structure, despite the fact that these models would
fundamentally shift the risk profile away from the utility and onto the large customer.
Such models also frequently overlook the broader systemic benefits that customer-
funded upgrades provide to the entire grid. Without a mechanism for crediting these
contributions, LLC may not receive appropriate credits for the broader benefits they
provide to the grid.

Google urges the UTC to prioritize a large load tariff based on the Capacity
Commitment Framework while simultaneously addressing complementary options
like a Clean Transition Tariff (CTT) within Docket UE-260162. Further, we believe it is
imperative to coordinate these discussions with general rate cases to accurately
assess impacts on capital structures and ROE. A holistic evaluation of these
regulatory tools will foster administrative efficiency and establish a transparent, fair
energy landscape that supports Washington's continued economic growth and grid
reliability.

. 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, oris
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?



Google strongly recommends that the UTC establish a uniform, tariff-based
framework for large load flexibility rather than relying on case-by-case negotiations.
A standardized tariff provides the regulatory certainty and transparency necessary
for both utilities and LLCs to make long-term investment decisions. Specifically, this
tariff should introduce a standardized conditional firm service option. Under this
model, large load customers can accept defined, conditional curtailment during
periods of grid strain in exchange for accelerated interconnection timelines and
reduced infrastructure costs. To make this uniform tariff successful, the Commission
should establish standardized terms built around three core pillars: expedited
pathways for co-located and electrically proximate resources, clear frameworks for
curtailable and flexible loads, and mandated integration of advanced transmission
technologies.

A cornerstone of this uniform tariff should be a streamlined pathway for co-locating
load and generation behind a single point of interconnection, which dramatically
reduces upfront infrastructure costs, enhances local reliability, and allows utilities to
accommodate new load without requiring extensive, time-consuming system
upgrades. To fully unlock these benefits, the Commission must prioritize
comprehensive data transparency by requiring utilities to provide LLCs with granular,
real-time system data, including hosting capacity, congestion nodes, and available
transfer capability, so customers can proactively align their siting decisions with
areas of maximum grid benefit. To translate this data into rapid deployment, Google
urges the Commission to mandate an expedited interconnection process specifically
for co-located facilities, utilizing a coordinated study methodology that evaluates
the combined, net impact of load and generation on the grid rather than studying
them as isolated elements. Furthermore, this pathway should extend to electrically
proximate resources that are located near a load but not behind the same physical
meter, using time-limited, provisional interconnection services to quickly bring
complementary generation online while longer-term network solutions are finalized.

Incentivizing the voluntary participation of curtailable and flexible loads is another
critical mechanism to maximize existing grid capacity and shorten interconnection
backlogs, treating large loads as active grid assets capable of adjusting consumption
to support system stability rather than viewing them solely as passive demand. A
recent study from Princeton University’'s ZERO Lab® demonstrated that pairing
flexible grid connections with a "bring-your-own-capacity" framework can shorten
interconnection wait times by three to five years while maintaining over 99% power
availability for participating large loads. To operationalize this potential, the
Commission's uniform framework must establish clear rules for interconnection and
operation that match the practical capabilities of modern, automated industrial
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processes. This framework must also include defined, structured pathways to firm
service, ensuring that flexible loads can transition to long-term firm transmission
rights as the underlying grid infrastructure is systematically upgraded over time,
alongside clear minimum standards and reliability metrics to guarantee that
curtailable loads respond predictably when called upon by system operators.

Further, before committing to expensive, decade-long greenfield transmission
projects, utilities must maximize the capacity of existing corridors by deploying Grid-
Enhancing Technologies (GETs) and Advanced Transmission Technologies (ATTs).
Google has seen the profound benefits of these technologies firsthand, such as
through our partnership with CTC Global to support the deployment of advanced
composite-core conductors, which proved that replacing legacy wires with high-
performance ATTs can double line capacity, reduce line losses, and mitigate thermal
sag entirely within existing utility rights-of-way. To build a truly modern transmission
system, the UTC should require utilities to evaluate GETs and ATTs—including
dynamic line ratings, topology optimization, and advanced power flow controls—as
amandatory first step in all future expansion and upgrade projects. Integrating these
advanced technologies as standard planning tools will allow utilities to unlock latent
system capacity rapidly and cost-effectively, enabling the state to accommodate
new large loads with minimal environmental impact and at a fraction of the cost of
traditional physical line extensions.

. The Public Utility Commission of Texas requires disclosures, such as the list
below, 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.

- Proof of site control

Requiring proof of site control is a critical requirement that ensures planning
processes are built around viable, commercially ready projects rather than highly
speculative capacity requests. By establishing this clear readiness threshold,
commissions and utilities can prevent queue congestion, ensuring that limited
planning and engineering resources are directed toward projects with a high
probability of completion. This baseline accuracy in the planning queue directly
translates to more reliable grid modeling, optimized transmission expansion, and
the mitigation of unnecessary network upgrade costs.

- State and local regulatory approvals / expected permitting timeline

There should not be a requirement for large loads to attest to progress on non-
electric permits and studies (e.g., water, air, local building permits). These
requirements are outside the technical expertise of the UTC, do not align with



project development timelines, and are poor indicators of a project's electrical
viability. The financial commitments and interconnection study advancements
are far better measures of project viability.

Disclosure of substantially similar requests in other service territories

The UTC should not define parameters for determining whether a large load
customer is pursuing a “substantially similar” interconnection request. While
understandable in concept, this approach will not achieve the underlying
objective of reducing perceived churn in the queue. The behavior being targeted
is a byproduct of structural information gaps, not LLC misuse of the process.

Rather than creating a new classification or enforcement framework, the UTC
should focus on closing the information gap earlier in the process by requiring an
initial screening study that provides actionable, system-specific information to
large load customers.

In parallel, the UTC should consider directing utilities to develop and publish
Capacity Heatmaps as a complementary transparency tool. Providing LLCs with
clear, location-specific information on available capacity would allow them to
self-select into viable areas before submitting interconnection requests,
reducing speculative applications at the source. These maps would also help
channel investment toward locations where interconnection can occur more
efficiently, align customer siting decisions with system capabillities, and provide
transparent signals to transmission planners about where demand is emerging.

Under this approach, the results of this study would enable a clear decision
making at an earlier decision point, allowing the customer to either proceed to
more detailed studies and make additional financial commitments or exit the
process early if the site is not feasible, without burdening the queue or planners.

This approach directly addresses the Commission’s concern by allowing
customers to self-select out of infeasible locations earlier, reducing downstream
withdrawals and restudies, improving consistency and transparency in feasibility
determinations; and avoiding subjective judgments about customer intent or
similarity across requests.

Site-related studies, such as engineering studies, and potential for heat
reuse

Google supports the integration of site-specific electric feasibility engineering
studies into utility and commission planning processes, keeping the focus strictly
on technical grid impacts. Requiring these detailed electrical evaluations—such
as system impact, power flow, and voltage stability analyses—directly aligns with



the UTC's mandate to protect grid reliability and ensure system safety. By
verifying that the existing transmission system can safely absorb the localized
load without causing thermal overloads or voltage degradation, this technical
screening prevents speculative or electrically unviable projects from holding
queue positions. However, for this process to remain fair and effective, the UTC
must establish symmetrical accountability; holding LLCs to strict readiness
milestones is only viable if utilities are similarly bound to predictable, enforceable
study-completion timelines.

Expected energization schedule, with ramp rates, including for contracted
peak demand

Google supports integrating expected energization schedules, operational ramp
rates, and contracted peak demand into utility and commission planning
processes to ensure precise, long-term grid integration. Providing a specific,
phased load-growth profile allows the BA to model actual power draw and ramp,
rather than assuming an instantaneous, full-capacity demand spike. This realistic
forecasting prevents premature construction of network infrastructure or over-
procuring generation resources, shielding ratepayers from unnecessary capital
expenses. However, for these operational constraints to remain viable, the UTC
must establish symmetrical accountability by holding utilities to binding
construction and interconnection timelines that align with the LLC’s mutually
agreed-upon milestones.

Financial securities for significant equipment or services, or for system
upgrades

To ensure project commitment during preliminary site assessments, LLCs should
be required to pay a mandatory screening study fee. This initial financial threshold
compensates the utility for administrative costs and ensures that engineering
resources are dedicated toward commercially viable requests rather than
speculative inquiries.

Upon receiving actionable data regarding local capacity, large loads should
transition into technical negotiations with construction partners and initiate
essential permitting work. At this juncture, the Commission should utilize a
standardized interim agreement framework to define critical operational
parameters, including ramp rates, target energization timelines, and preliminary
cost estimates.

The execution of these agreements must be paired with uniform collateral
requirements to establish a common baseline of project certainty across the
state. Recognizing the diversity of business models, Google advocates for a
flexible menu of financially equivalent instruments—such as parent guarantees,



cash, or letters of credit—that are appropriately refundable or transferable while
providing the utility with the necessary financial security.

Subsequently, the load would enter into a Facilities Agreement or similar
contract-based model, making non-refundable financial commitments to cover
capital expenditures and pre-construction engineering. These commitments
serve to insulate everyday ratepayers from the potential financial damages of a
project failing to materialize. As the utility begins construction and commits
capital, the value of this security should adjust proportionally to the actual costs
incurred by the system.

Power supply details, including back-up generation

Google concurs that providing comprehensive power supply specifications to
the Commission is appropriate during the final interconnection phase. However,
unless the UTC intends to mandate the mobilization of behind-the-meter
resources for regional emergency reliability events, the specific technical details
of back-up generation remain outside the interconnection process and the
Commission's regulatory oversight.

Utilizing these binding contractual frameworks provides regulators and utilities
with the definitive financial security and load certainty necessary to justify
capital-intensive system expansions. This formal commitment structure insulates
existing ratepayers from the costs of highly speculative upgrades while providing
the long-term visibility required for accurate regional capacity forecasting and
resource scheduling.

Nonrefundable interconnection study fee that is proportional to expected
energy or capacity demand

Consistent with the established ERCOT Batch Process, Google advocates for a
mandatory screening study fee for large load applicants to ensure project
commitment. Any funds collected beyond actual administrative costs should be
returned to the applicant or applied toward alternative site assessments to
maintain fiscal transparency and fairness.

Intention to employ flexibility and curtailment

Consistent with our answer in Question 5, Google maintains that details
regarding load flexibility and curtailment intent should only be required if the UTC
establishes a formal pathway for accelerated interconnection or other tangible
capacity with agreed upon performance (availability, integration, etc.)
requirements. Absent such a regulatory framework, these operational details



remain outside the scope of the technical nexus for standard service and would
not be relevant to the interconnection process.

Expected power usage effectiveness, energy reuse effectiveness, or other
efficiency metrics

Google maintains that internal facility performance metrics, including power
usage effectiveness (PUE) and energy reuse effectiveness (ERE), remain outside
the technical scope of the interconnection process and the Commission’s
regulatory oversight. These metrics detail the internal efficiency of non-
computing infrastructure rather than the external electrical characteristics that
impact grid reliability.

Contributions in aid of construction

Consistent with Google’s recommendations regarding financial securities for
major infrastructure, we support a structured framework for interconnection-
related cost recovery. However, mandated direct funding for broader system
upgrades requires a comprehensive evaluation of adjustments to an IOU’s ROE
and capital structure. Such models fundamentally transfer the risk profile from
the utility to the large customer, and failing to account for this shift in a regulatory
context would ignore the significant financial burden and risk mitigation provided
by the LLC.

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)?

This question is not applicable to Google.

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

Comments to this question are incorporated into the list above.

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?

Google advises against the UTC attempting to establish a rigid, prescriptive
catalog for "competitively sensitive” designations. Much like the inherent
difficulties in classifying "substantially similar" inquiries, a prescriptive strategy is
unlikely to fulfill the Commission's goal of filtering out redundant applications or
differentiating viable ventures from speculative ones.



Rather than mandating the disclosure of proprietary, project-specific details, the
Commission should utilize a standardized framework to ingest large load data in
an anonymized and aggregated format. This commitment to data transparency,
paired with robust confidentiality safeguards, would enhance regional visibility
into interconnection trends while protecting the confidentiality requirements for
continued economic investment.

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?

Achieving meaningful progress necessitates robust coordination between grid
operators, traditional utilities, and hyperscale customers. To this end, Google is
actively advancing detailed technical conversations with many of our utility
partners on the themes of voltage ride through, active power fluctuations and
ramp rates. Furthermore, we are collaborating with reliability standards-setting
bodies, including the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC), to
offer industry-informed expertise for evolving grid standards.

Google is also pursuing a multi-layered mitigation strategy across our entire
infrastructure stack. These initiatives include but are not limited to innovative
software optimizations, in-rack hardware solutions, and the deployment of
advanced outside-the-rack hardware, such as integrated battery energy
storage systems (BESS).

In addition to managing machine learning-driven load variability, we recognize
the broader system stability implications of deploying massive-scale loads,
particularly regarding fault response characteristics. We take this seriously and
are working with our utility partners to explore current capabilities via dynamic
modeling and implement appropriate mitigations once aligned on needs.

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.

Google strongly supports robust requirements that align with the potential risk
that a given large load brings to the system, and enforcement of such



requirements will ensure the grid remains safe, reliable, and efficient for all
customers.

Forecasts of this nature will require significant inputs and assumptions. Various
factors have the potential to significantly impact both near- and long-term
demand forecasts, including:

- Underlying chip technology,

- Data center workloads (e.g., Al/Machine-Learning functionality vs. cloud-
based data storage), and

- Data center ownership structure (e.g., Google data centers may not
perform exclusively Google functions, instead supporting other workloads
for external parties).

To be clear - such complexity of forecasting should not in and of itself relieve
LLCs of forecasting requirements. Rather, it should inform the assumptions that
drive such forecasts and any reasonable error bands (as well as any asymmetry
between over- and under-forecasting) ultimately used to define accuracy.
Therefore it is imperative that any requirements provide clear specifications to
aid in the creation of such forecasts.

Further, forecasting requirements, and any corresponding accuracy or
“incentive design,” must be rooted in equitable treatment and reflect the
underlying market mechanisms that such forecasts would be supporting. Said
another way, LLCs should not be unduly held to different accuracy standards
than aggregated utility load forecasts or the projected availability of large
generators, as significant errors in either could have similar or greater impacts
to that of an individual large load. Specifications around the assumptions that
inform such LLC forecasts must also be designed to incentivize desired behavior
- for instance, long-term forecasts intended to ensure resource adequacy for
the overall system should desire and expect conservatism (within a reasonable
threshold) to promote system reliability.

Any LLC forecasting requirement and corresponding accuracy metrics should
reflect this preference to err on the side of caution (and ultimately, system
reliability), as new analytical solutions will need to be developed, inherent
inaccuracies identified, and improvements incorporated.

Google therefore summarizes its recommendations for the development of
operational forecast requirements as follows:

- Requirements should have clear specifications;
- Forecasting requirements should align with the potential risk that a given
large load actually brings to the system;



- Forecasting requirements, and any corresponding accuracy metrics or
“incentive design,” must be rooted in equitable treatment and reflect the
underlying market mechanisms that such forecasts would be supporting;
and

- Continued conversations are imperative between stakeholders to gain
industry input on appropriate solution architectures for data exchange
communication pathways, protocols, and other integration requirements.

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?

Google’s answer to this question is incorporated in the response to (b).



