
 

Puget Sound Energy 
P.O. Box 97034 

Bellevue, WA 98009-9734 
pse.com 

August 5, 2026 
 
 
Filed Via Web Portal 
 
Jeff Killip, Executive Director and Secretary 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
621 Woodland Square Loop SE 
Lacey, Washington 98503 
 
Re:  July 2026, Notice of Technical Workshop on Large Loads and Accompanying 
Opportunity to File Written Comments, Docket UE-260162– Comments of Puget Sound 
Energy 
 
Dear Executive Director Killip, 
 
On July 10, 2026, under Docket U-260162, the Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission (“Commission”) issued a Notice of a Hybrid Technical Workshop (“Notice”) as it 
continues to explore the effects of emerging large loads customers (“LLCs”) on electric investor-
owned utilities (“IOUs”). The Notice also requested comments on several detailed questions that 
build on the discussion at the previous Technical Workshop held under this docket on April 27, 
2026. Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) appreciates the opportunity to respond to these questions and 
the Commission’s efforts to develop clear, durable guidance that protects existing customers, 
supports reliable service delivery, and advances Washington’s clean energy objectives. 

Of paramount importance is structuring LLC tariffs or special contracts in a manner that protects 
existing customers from cost increases and contributes to long-term benefits and sustainability 
for the electric system. Flexibility, combined with strong regulatory safeguards, will be the key 
to successful approaches in Washington. There are many combinations of approaches to serving 
the needs of LLCs that can include strong protections for existing customers and as the region’s 
economy and energy resource availability change, successful approaches will need to adapt. 
Utilities will need access to a suite of ratemaking tools, coupled with diligent regulatory 
oversight, to implement workable solutions in a variety of circumstances.  

Responses to Questions for Written Comment: 
 

1. Are there LLC characteristics that create enough differentiation that they would benefit 
from having their own LLC class of tariffs? If so, what are they, and what tariff 
mechanics should be different? 
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PSE continues to recommend that any definition of "large load" remain neutral with respect to 
customer end use and avoid regulatory distinctions based on the specific business activities 
conducted by the customer.  

Certain load characteristics, rather than end-use categories, may create meaningful distinctions 
for planning, interconnection, and cost allocation purposes. NERC's Large Load Task Force 
White Paper: Characteristics and Risks of Emerging Large Loads1 identifies several factors that 
are relevant when evaluating large customer impacts on interconnection, system reliability, and 
grid integration. Characteristics such as demand profiles, load predictability, ramp rate, power-
electronic load content, and voltage sensitivity (e.g., ride-through behavior) can aid in 
determining the reliability risks posed by emerging large loads and may provide a more durable 
and objective framework for evaluating large loads than customer industry classification alone. 

To the extent existing high-voltage service schedules do not adequately reflect the risks, costs, or 
operational characteristics associated with unusually large, concentrated, rapidly growing, or 
uncertain loads, a dedicated class or schedule framework may improve transparency, support 
more consistent treatment across customers, and better align rates and service conditions with 
cost causation principles. At the same time, PSE recognizes that the technologies, industries, and 
operating characteristics associated with emerging large loads continue to evolve rapidly. As a 
result, highly prescriptive class definitions or eligibility criteria could create unintended 
consequences, limit flexibility, or become misaligned with future customer and system needs. 
Requirements should also be developed with consideration for existing federal reliability, 
transmission planning, and interconnection frameworks. 

At least initially, any LLC class may contain a small number of customers, which could limit the 
availability of representative class data and result in rate design or cost allocation outcomes that 
are more volatile than those observed in larger customer classes. Additionally, rigid eligibility 
thresholds may group together customers with significantly different load profiles, reliability 
impacts, or infrastructure requirements. 

Given these considerations, high level guidance relating to LLC tariff frameworks or special 
contracts will allow for periodic review and refinement to any utility tariff designs as additional 
customer and operational data become available. This approach also provides flexibility for 
customer-specific service agreements or justified exceptions in unique circumstances. PSE 
anticipates that utilities may need to update class definitions, allocation methodologies, and tariff 
schedule provisions over time as actual LLCs begin service and more information becomes 
available regarding their operating characteristics and system impacts. 

 
1White Paper Characteristics and Risks of Emerging Large Loads (https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-
are/standing-committees/rstc/whitepaper-characteristics-and-risks-of-emerging-large-loads.pdf) 
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With respect to potential tariff provisions, service agreement terms, or implementation 
mechanics, utilities should have the flexibility to use mechanisms like aggregation rules, project 
readiness and development milestones, load ramp schedules and commitments, minimum billing 
determinants or revenue obligations, direct assignment of customer-specific facilities, credit and 
financial security requirements, capacity reclamation provisions, operating and telemetry 
standards, flexible or interruptible service options, and exit or termination charges designed to 
address unrecovered customer-specific investments. These and similar mechanisms help ensure 
that costs are appropriately assigned, risks are managed, and service arrangements remain 
equitable for both LLCs and other utility customers. 

 

2. Commenters identified indirect and difficult-to-track costs that LLCs impose on the utility 
system. One was for an LLC to address costs that cannot easily be directly assigned to 
LLCs 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, intervenors’ fund)? 

Currently, PSE's high voltage and other large general service customers taking service under 
schedules 49 and 31 support the funding of customer services and programs through 
Commission-approved adjusting tariff schedules. These include low-income bill assistance 
through tariff Schedule 129; bill discount rates (low-income) through tariff Schedule 129D; low-
income weatherization, energy efficiency and demand response through tariff Schedule 120; 
targeted electrification through tariff Schedule 141TEX; and intervenor funding through tariff 
Schedule 141PFG. The Commission could require that any new tariffs or special contracts 
serving LLC customers support these same programs. 

In addition, there may be an opportunity to structure LLC tariff(s) to address a defined public-
interest objective not already recovered through base rates or existing riders. The Commission 
could consider mechanisms to fund the development, demonstration, and commercialization of 
emerging clean energy technologies that are not currently the least-cost resource option, but 
which may be necessary to expand the availability of capacity required to meet Washington’s 
Clean Energy Transformation Act (“CETA”), especially if a utility needs to meet increased 
energy and capacity needs for LLCs. Increased availability and maturity of emerging CETA-
compliant resources would benefit all customers by supporting system reliability, enhancing 
resource diversity, and reducing future compliance costs. 
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As presented at PSE's May 28, 2026, Resource Planning Advisory Group (“RPAG”) meeting, 
preliminary PSE 2027 Integrated System Plan (“ISP”) reference case results indicated that 
portfolios capable of satisfying future peak capacity will require substantial amounts of emerging 
technologies that are currently still in the development phase and cost-prohibitive under the 
current regulatory construct.2  

To the extent that LLCs emerge on PSE’s electric system, it will be increasingly challenging to 
meet CETA targets in both the short and long term.  LLCs elsewhere around the country are 
using natural gas as a bridging solution to support on-site electric generation while awaiting 
delivery of future firm electric service. Similar requests could further complicate PSE’s short and 
long-term decarbonization pathway and increase the challenges associated with meeting CETA 
targets. 

The Commission could consider encouraging tariff or service agreement provisions similar to the 
NV Energy's Clean Transition Tariff.3 Through this framework, LLCs contribute to a dedicated 
clean energy innovation fund, administered by the utility, and invested in the development and 
deployment of emerging clean energy technologies and enabling infrastructure under regulatory 
oversight. Eligible investments could include, but need not be limited to, advanced geothermal 
resources, long-duration energy storage, small modular nuclear technologies, clean hydrogen and 
other green fuels, biomass as a source of energy and as a feedstock for lower carbon intensive 
fuels like B/R 99, carbon capture and sequestration technologies, and transmission and 
distribution system enhancements. By directing funding toward technologies that can expand the 
availability of dispatchable, CETA-compliant resources, the Commission could advance an 
important public-interest objective while helping ensure that the costs and risks associated with 
serving large new loads are managed in a manner that benefits all customers over the long term. 
Such a mechanism would also help to address the incremental and indirect impacts LLCs can 
have in a resource-constrained region like the Pacific Northwest. 

 

3. WAC 480-85-060 outlines the methods that may be used to perform a cost of service 
study (COSS) before the commission. Assuming an IOU creates an LLC class, how 
should utilities allocate the costs to serve LLCs? Specifically, should utilities use the 
standard embedded cost method under WAC 480-85-060(1) or should the unique demand 
profiles and infrastructure requirements of LLCs justify the use of alternative incremental 
or marginal cost methods under WAC 480-85-060(2) to accurately reflect cost 
causation? 

 
2 RPAG Meeting | May 28, 2026 
3 The ‘clean transition tariff’ won approval in Nevada. What’s next for Fervo? | Latitude Media 

https://www.cleanenergyplan.pse.com/rpag-meeting-may-28-2026
https://www.latitudemedia.com/news/the-clean-transition-tariff-won-approval-in-nevada-whats-next-for-fervo/
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The Commission should continue to ground any cost allocation for a potential LLC class in the 
established cost-of-service framework under chapter 480-85 WAC. This existing framework 
provides a strong foundation for ensuring that LLCs incur the costs associated with the 
requirements they put on the system and prevent cost-shifts to existing customers. Under WAC 
480-85-060(1), a cost-of-service study filed with the Commission must be prepared using an 
embedded cost method. That embedded cost framework should remain the primary basis for 
allocating the utility’s approved revenue requirement among customer classes, including any 
future LLC class. Embedded cost studies provide a consistent, well-established, Commission-
approved framework for functionalizing, classifying, and allocating the cost of facilities and 
services that are used to serve all customers. WAC 480-85-060(1) also recognizes the use of 
direct assignment where sufficient cost-causation information exists, including circumstances 
where costs can be attributed to specific customers or customer groups.  

The unique characteristics of LLCs do not justify replacing the embedded-cost framework with a 
purely incremental or marginal cost methodology. Like other customers, LLCs rely on and 
benefit from the existing utility system and the embedded investments reflected in the utility’s 
approved revenue requirement. A marginal-only or incremental-only approach could understate 
an LLC class’s responsibility for shared system costs and create the risk that a portion of those 
costs are shifted to other customers. 

At the same time and as discussed in Question 1, LLCs have load characteristics that differ 
materially from traditional commercial or industrial customers in ways that are relevant to 
reliability, operational planning, and grid-integration risks. Where existing high-voltage service 
schedules do not adequately address these characteristics, a dedicated LLC class or schedule may 
improve transparency, support consistent treatment of similarly situated customers, and better 
align rates and service conditions with cost-causation principles. 
 
For those reasons, PSE recommends a layered approach: 

1. Use the embedded cost method under WAC 480-85-060(1) as the primary COSS 
methodology. 
The filed COSS should continue to allocate the utility’s embedded revenue requirement 
to the LLC class using the required WAC 480-85 methodology, including direct 
assignment where appropriate and supported by the facts. 

2. Directly assign customer-specific costs where practicable. 
Costs associated with dedicated facilities, customer-specific distribution or transmission-
related investments, metering and telemetry, engineering and interconnection studies, and 
other identifiable studies or service requirements should be directly assigned to the LLC 
or LLC class where the costs are caused by and traceable to that customer or class. This is 
consistent with the cost-causation principles embedded in WAC 480-85. Because LLCs 
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will often have significant direct assignment of costs, there are multiple ways to address 
these costs, including upfront recovery or return of investment over a period tied to a 
minimum commitment period. Commission guidance should be flexible enough to 
accommodate different approaches that can be tailored to the individual customer and 
utility circumstances. 

3. Use marginal or incremental cost analyses as supplemental evidence, not as a 
wholesale substitute for embedded cost allocation. 
WAC 480-85-060(2) allows parties to file a system-wide econometric study, a system-
wide marginal cost study, or an embedded cost study with modifications, provided that 
the party explains each modification in testimony and shows that each modification 
materially improves the COSS and is in the public interest. Accordingly, marginal or 
incremental cost analyses may be useful to evaluate prospective infrastructure needs, 
resource adequacy impacts, capacity-reservation risks, load ramping impacts, and 
whether existing allocation factors appropriately reflect LLC cost causation. These 
analyses should supplement, rather than replace, the embedded COSS required under 
WAC 480-85-060(1). 

4. Use tariff and contract mechanisms to address risks that COSS alone cannot fully 
resolve. 
Cost allocation through a COSS should be paired with tariff provisions or Commission-
approved service agreement terms designed to mitigate stranded-cost and cost-shift risks. 
These may include minimum billing determinants or revenue obligations, load ramp 
schedules, direct assignment of customer-specific facilities, credit and financial security 
requirements, capacity reclamation provisions, flexible or interruptible service options, 
and exit or termination charges. Minimum demand charges or exit fees may be 
particularly relevant for indirect cost impacts, including additional power supply costs. A 
decommissioning bond or similar financial security could also address costs to remove 
facilities constructed exclusively to serve an LLC where no broader system benefit 
remains after the customer exits. 

5. Allow periodic review and refinement. 
Because an initial LLC class may contain few customers, class-specific data may be 
limited and resulting allocation and rate design outcomes may be more volatile than for 
established customer classes. Any initial LLC schedule or class should include 
opportunities for periodic review and refinement as additional operational, load, and 
system-impact data becomes available. 

In summary, the Commission should not view the issue as a binary choice between embedded-
cost and marginal-cost methodologies. The embedded cost method required by WAC 480-85-
060(1) should remain the primary framework for allocating approved revenue responsibility to 
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an LLC class. At the same time, direct assignment should be used wherever customer-specific 
cost causation can be demonstrated, and marginal or incremental cost analyses under WAC 480-
85-060(2) may provide useful supplemental evidence where LLCs create unique, forward-
looking infrastructure, resource adequacy, capacity reservation, or reliability impacts. The 
appropriate regulatory approach is to use embedded cost allocation to assign the utility’s 
approved revenue requirement, direct assignment to recover costs caused by specific customers 
or facilities, and supplemental marginal or incremental analyses to inform tariff design and risk-
mitigation mechanisms. 

This approach preserves the Commission’s established cost-of-service framework, recognizes the 
unique operational characteristics and risks presented by emerging large loads, and helps ensure 
that existing customers do not bear costs or risks properly attributable to new LLCs. 

 
4. To serve LLCs, 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 those concerns are minimum contract lengths, upfront 
payments, collateral requirements, and exit fees. 

a. To the extent that it is possible to assign direct costs to an LLC, do up-front 
payments eliminate the need for contract length minimums or exit fees? 

If a utility reserves system capacity, performs engineering studies, constructs substations, 
upgrades transmission or distribution facilities, or acquires generation capacity and energy 
resources to serve an LLC, and that customer subsequently withdraws or significantly reduces its 
anticipated load, the resulting costs should not be shifted to existing ratepayers.  LLCs should 
provide appropriate long-term commitments and financial assurances sufficient to protect other 
customers from stranded transmission, distribution, and resource-related costs. 

Minimums or termination fees are not standalone solutions. Rather, they are components of a 
broader risk management framework that may include a variety of risk management mechanisms 
such as contract term requirements, construction deposits, capacity reservation charges, 
performance guarantees, capacity reclamation provisions, performance bonds, credit 
requirements, insurance requirements, and negotiated termination provisions. The appropriate 
combination of tools should be tailored to the specific risks associated with the customer's load 
profile and the investments required to serve that load. 

One consideration is that LLCs may require an extended ramp-up period before reaching their 
forecasted load levels as facilities are constructed, and operations are phased over time. In 
contrast, the utility must often construct the necessary infrastructure and secure resource capacity 
well in advance of that ramp schedule. This timing mismatch can create cost recovery risks if 
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customer load growth is delayed or projected milestones are not achieved. In such circumstances, 
minimum monthly demand commitments may be an effective tool to reduce the risk of cost 
shifting by ensuring a reasonable level of cost recovery regardless of the pace of customer load 
development. For example, minimum monthly demands are currently part of PSE’s Schedule 49. 

With respect to contract duration, PSE cautions against prescriptive minimum contract terms that 
could unnecessarily discourage economic development or limit the ability to tailor agreements to 
individual circumstances. Instead, utilities should retain flexibility, subject to Commission 
oversight, to establish contract terms that appropriately reflect the magnitude of the required 
investment, the characteristics of the customer's load, and the associated risk of stranded costs. 
Where minimum contract terms are warranted, PSE recommends aligning those terms, where 
practical, to align with asset lives, depreciation schedules, or other accepted cost recovery 
horizons so that recovery periods correspond with the useful life of the underlying investments. 

Finally, early termination or exit fees remain important tools for ensuring that costs incurred to 
serve a specific LLC are borne by that customer if service ends sooner than anticipated. Properly 
structured, such provisions help maintain cost causation principles and protect existing customers 
from bearing the costs of stranded utility investments. 

 

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? How do their uses change? 

Minimum service lengths and exit fees are appropriate tools to address stranded asset risks, 
especially for directs costs that can be assigned to the customer.  They can also address indirect 
cost impacts, for example, such as those associated with additional power supply costs. This 
could be complemented with a dedicated clean energy innovation fund contribution which helps 
to address system-wide resource adequacy as discussed in Question 2. In addition, a 
decommissioning bond or similar financial security can address costs to remove any facilities 
that were constructed exclusively to serve an LLC where no broader system benefit would 
remain once the LLC is no longer taking service from PSE. 

 

5. Utility interconnections are typically “firm,” where customers are free to use the 
resource 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, the Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA”) plans to offer transmission 
customers “conditional firm” service, which may interrupt customer transmission access 
when the system is strained. Utilities and LLCs engage in similar transactions when 
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considering flexible demand in exchange, typically for faster interconnection and lower 
rates. Industry accepted language and standards regarding large load flexibility are only 
recently emerging. The Commission invites commenters to consider EPRI’s draft data 
center flexibility framework, included as Appendix A, in order to answer the following 
questions. 

a. Should IOU offerings for flexibility be uniform, such as through a tariff, or is 
flexibility better pursued as a case-by-case negotiation? 

First, for purposes of these comments, PSE would encourage the Commission to focus on 
"requests for new or modified electric service", which more appropriately aligns with the 
provision of bundled retail electric service (i.e., purchase of generation, transmission, and 
distribution services), which is a separate from electric generation interconnecting to a utility’s 
transmission or distribution system or the characteristics of transmission service across a utility’s 
system.  

In assessing the viability to leverage flexible demand, or other mechanisms to potentially offer 
electric service more expeditiously, utilizing a standard offering of flexible service provisions in 
a Commission-approved tariff schedule (or special contract) could reduce transaction costs, 
mitigate potential disputes or escalated complaints, and improve transparency and comparability. 
For example, PSE offers customers voluntary flexibility options through tariff Schedule 271, 
Commercial/Industrial Electric Demand Response Program, under which customers who elect to 
participate consent to make temporary, systematic reductions in end-use electric loads used in 
operation of buildings or production processes.  

Tailored agreements may remain necessary for unique customer or site-specific characteristics, 
such as where onsite generation, batteries or other dispatchable capacity or operating 
circumstances exist. Such agreements would appropriately require operations that don’t disrupt 
system reliability, like unscheduled block loading or unloading on the system, which can impact 
power costs as well as cause localized or wide-area voltage and frequency issues that, depending 
on the load size, could cascade to other facilities and areas. While EPRI’s DCFlex work provides 
a useful technology-neutral framework for describing flexibility, it should not replace utility-
specific studies or enforceable tariff or contract terms. 

 

b. If uniform, what terms of flexible connections should be established? 

Whether under a flexible-service tariff or special contract, terms could include: firm and 
conditional portions of contract demand; triggering conditions; maximum curtailment frequency, 
duration, depth, and annual hours; required advance notice where available; emergency 
authority; telemetry and control requirements; ramp-down and restoration rates; baselines and 
measurement; testing and commissioning; backup-power limitations; customer opt-out or 

https://pse0.sharepoint.com/:b:/r/sites/CustomerLargeLoadProcessImprovement/Shared%20Documents/Large%20Load%20Process/WUTC%20Engagement%20(UE-260162)/UE-260162%20-%20Appendix%20A%20-%20DCFlex%20Flex%20MOSAIC%20Graphic.pdf?csf=1&web=1&e=bYA5dT
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override conditions; compensation or rate discounts; nonperformance charges; dispute 
resolution; agreement term; and transition to firm service. The Commission should keep 
guidance flexible enough to enable utilities and customers to design agreements that work for 
customers. 

 

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? 

Tariff schedule language and special contracts are subject to Commission review and approval, 
and interested parties can comment when those completed documents are brought to the 
Commission for approval. Negotiated special contracts filed with the Commission may also 
include analysis, engineering rationale, identification of deviations from standard terms, and an 
explanation of how other customers are protected.  

 
Information that may warrant confidential treatment includes but may not be limited to 
customer-specific prices where disclosure would reveal proprietary negotiations; detailed facility 
designs; cybersecurity and critical energy infrastructure information; nonpublic load shapes; 
financing and credit materials; and commercially sensitive schedules. 
 
 

6. The Public Utility Commission of Texas requires disclosures, such as the list below, as 
part of an “intermediate agreement” or final “interconnection agreement” when an LLC 
submits an interconnection request to ERCOT for study. Some data submitted in an 
intermediate agreement are required to be updated in the final interconnection 
agreement phase.  
 
Proof of site control, state and local regulatory approvals, disclosure of substantially 
similar requests in other service territories, site related studies such as engineering and 
potential for heat reuse, expected permitting timeline, expected energization schedule 
with ramp rates including for contracted peak demand, financial securities for significant 
equipment and services or for system upgrades, power supply details including back up 
generation, nonrefundable interconnection study fee that is proportional to expected 
energy or capacity demand, intention to employ flexibility and curtailment, expected 
power usage effectiveness, energy reuse effectiveness or other efficiency metrics, 
contributions in aid of construction. 
a) For utilities, which of the following to LLCs already submit to IOUs and when (e.g., 

when entering an interconnection queue, signing a service agreement)? 
 
As stated above, PSE recommends the Commission use "requests for new or modified electric 
service", as opposed to “interconnection queue.” PSE currently does not have a formal electric 
service request queue for LLC requests, rather it assesses new requests in a serialized fashion as 
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such requests are submitted. For such new or modified service requests, PSE requires LLCs, 
during the study phase to provide physical location, site plan, expected energization schedule 
with ramp rates including: projected service start date, estimated monthly load usage, requested 
load demand i.e. peak demand, power and load factors, load type, load redundancy, and service 
voltage.  
 

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

 
As detailed in PSE’s April 2026 comments, additional information that may prove useful in 
assessing new or modified service requests may include: facility characteristics such as square 
footage, peak and average MW demand, load density metrics, and growth projections; load 
composition such as detailed breakouts including cooling, heating, lighting, motors, IT 
equipment, and process-specific equipment and corresponding load profiles; operational 
parameters such as scheduling flexibility, load profiles across different time periods, seasonal 
variations, and operational constraints; load management capabilities, including controllability, 
automation systems, and operational constraints such as: potential managed loads that can be 
reduced or curtailed by demand response event or signals, advance notice requirements for 
reducing managed loads, ramp rate constraints for reducing and restoring managed loads, pre-
conditioning and recovery requirements for managed loads, and duration and frequency 
limitations for managed load reductions; on-site assets available such as controls and systems 
that enable flexibility (e.g., storage automation, telemetry, etc.) distinct from backup generation 
used solely for reliability purposes; and above-code energy efficiency design features, such as 
high efficiency lighting or HVAC systems.  
 

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? 

 
Individual customer data should be required to remain confidential. Only aggregated sources of 
data should be made available to the public. As detailed in PSE’s April 2026 comments, data on 
customers who have moved beyond the preliminary study phase and committed to necessary 
infrastructure investments is aggregated and incorporated into PSE’s Integrated System Plan 
(ISP) at the portfolio level. This aggregated information is shared with the Commission when the 
ISP is filed, and through other public forums such as the RPAG, providing transparency while 
protecting individual customer confidentiality. Given the speculative nature of some requests, 
this remains the most appropriate venue in which to provide data about committed LLCs as the 
ISP process provides a robust framework for evaluating large load impacts while maintaining 
planning flexibility. 
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Should the Commission find it reasonable for utilities to provide information in an aggregated 
format to the Commission, stakeholder groups or the public, beyond what is included in the ISP 
for LLC requests (whether preliminary or committed via contract or tariff), the Commission 
should carefully consider the costs and benefits of such a reporting framework, customer privacy 
protections and confidentiality, and the need for efficient data collection that directly facilitates 
the compliance process. 
 
 

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? 

The challenges presented by LLC’s are very similar to those of variable generation resources like 
wind, solar, and run of river hydropower resources. A large increase in demand is effectively the 
same as loss of a generator or similar loss of wind. A large decrease in demand is similar to loss 
of load during storm events. The system has been effectively designed and planned for large 
swings already to meet NERC BAL requirements with adequate margins.  
 
Current business rules for generation and transmission load interconnections require hourly 
scheduling, and there are contractual requirements in the interconnection agreement to operate 
within defined ramp rates. Similar requirements may be necessary for bundled retail service 
customers. This will allow for reliable planning and efficient accommodation of the in-hour 
variation the LLCs may create. 
 
 

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 or minimum, or another method. 

From a planning perspective, PSE plans the transmission and distribution systems to ensure that 
system peak load can be served. Accordingly, PSE needs a better understanding of peak load, 
daily load shape, ramp rates, and power factors to ensure the study process is accurate and 
complete. Ideally, customers would also provide dynamic models and electromagnetic transient 
models to allow for the evaluation of load performance during system disturbances. When it 
comes to fluctuations or interruptions of the load, PSE would evaluate the impact of an 
unplanned loss of the load (including co-located generation) to system stability. However, shifts 
in usage are a risk that should be mitigated through contractual mechanisms that place the risk on 
the LLC, not other retail customers. 
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c. Can this information be made “binding” once provided by LLCs? What would be 
the best mechanism for that binding, and how would compliance or penalties be 
determined? 

Yes, some form of agreement should serve as the binding risk-mitigation and compliance 
mechanism. Terms could be included in these agreements that bind the customers to continue 
paying bundled retail service-related charges if customer facilities are delayed, canceled, or 
underutilized, or alternatively to pay negotiated termination amounts that protect existing 
customers from stranded cost exposure. Such agreements might also include penalties or other 
ways to insulate other retail customers from cost shifts.  

 
8. On June 18, 2026, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) issued orders 

to the six interstate regional transmission organizations (“RTOs”) and independent 
system operators (“ISOs”) across the country. The orders identified deficiencies in their 
transmission tariffs related to large load interconnections and require the RTOs and 
ISOs to either defend or revise their tariffs under section 206 of the Federal Power Act. 

a. How do the utilities plan to engage with this ongoing process at FERC? 
 

PSE will continue to monitor developments at FERC, participate through industry organizations 
such as Edison Electric Institute (“EEI”), and collaborate with other regional utilities. Once the 
RTOs/ISOs submit their filings and responses to FERC, PSE will also be reviewing the 
responses and any future FERC actions. 
 

i. Do the utilities plan to comment on any of the dockets initiated by FERC? 
 

At this time, PSE does not intend to submit comments in the individual dockets but will analyze 
the orders for efficiency opportunities and best practices that PSE might leverage or adapt. None 
of the IOUs subject to the WUTC’s jurisdiction are in an RTO or ISO subject to the show cause 
order.  
 

ii. Do the utilities plan to make voluntary changes to their own transmission 
tariffs under section 206 of the Federal Power Act? Are there any reasons 
for them to do so? 
 

No. LLCs of PSE will be bundled retail customers, and the WUTC will have sole authority over 
PSE’s service to such customers. Accordingly, PSE does not anticipate making voluntary 
changes to its FERC-jurisdictional Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) related to LLCs. 
PSE is evaluating FERC’s orders, the Commissioners’ statements, and its own processes and 
practices for opportunities to improve how PSE processes requests for electric service for LLCs, 
but such service will be subject to WUTC, not FERC, jurisdiction.  
  

b. In the Orders, FERC finds that the transmission tariffs of RTOs and ISOs may be 
unreasonable and unjust because they do not require “the provision of data… in 
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a single location and an easily accessible format that is searchable and allows 
users to filter the data, on transmission services provided to [customers] on 
behalf of large loads,” including network upgrade costs and evaluations. Can the 
utilities subject to UTC jurisdiction identify or collect the type of information 
required in RTO areas and provide it to FERC and/or the UTC? If so, why not? 

 
No, PSE does not anticipate filing any OATT revisions or reports with FERC related to LLCs. 
Any large load-related data reporting by PSE, if needed, should proceed at the state level. 

 
 

*  *  * *  
  

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. Please contact Ashley King at 
ashley.king@pse.com for additional information about this filing. If you have any other 
questions, please contact me.  
 
 

Sincerely, 

/s/ Wendy Gerlitz  
Wendy Gerlitz 
Director, Regulatory Policy 
Puget Sound Energy  
PO Box 97034, BEL10W 
Bellevue, WA 98009-9734  
425-462-3051  
Wendy.Gerlitz@pse.com 

mailto:ashley.king@pse.com
mailto:Wendy.Gerlitz@pse.com

	Filed Via Web Portal
	Jeff Killip, Executive Director and Secretary



