
 
 

The Future of AI Infrastructure: Affordably Securing 

Energy for Innovation 

State of the Net – Washington DC – February 9, 2026 

Moderator: Rebecca Kern, Senior Correspondent, The Capitol Forum 
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& CEO, NetChoice; Tanya Das, Vice President of Strategy, Dataerai; Marsden Hanna, 

Head of Energy and Sustainability Policy, Google 

Framing the Energy Debate Around AI 

Rebecca Kern opens by highlighting growing concern that AI-driven data centers are 

increasing electricity demand and potentially raising rates for consumers. She asks 

panelists to address who pays for grid upgrades when large tech facilities connect 

to the system and how energy demand from AI is reshaping policy debates at both 

state and federal levels. 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith situates the moment within broader grid underinvestment. 

She notes that the U.S. grid has deferred upgrades for years, and new AI-driven 



demand is colliding with aging infrastructure. While large industrial loads are not 

new, the scale and speed of demand growth are unprecedented. She emphasizes 

that states are central to policy responses, particularly in siting, permitting, and cost 

allocation. New data centers, she argues, present an opportunity to catalyze 

overdue grid modernization, including microgrids and cost-sharing partnerships. 

Steve DelBianco reframes the discussion by noting that data centers have been 

expanding for years to support cloud computing, streaming, and enterprise 

services, even before AI. AI-specific servers, however, consume seven to ten times 

more electricity than traditional cloud workloads and require enhanced cooling. He 

cites a recent Department of Energy study showing that, from 2019 to 2024, states 

with high data center concentration—such as Virginia, Arizona, Ohio, and Texas—

experienced inflation-adjusted electricity price declines. He attributes this to the 

spreading of fixed grid costs across larger load volumes. 

Marsden Hanna reinforces that data centers should and do pay for incremental 

grid costs. He outlines Google’s “capacity commitment framework,” which includes 

long-term contracts, upfront collateral, and minimum charges to prevent stranded 

cost risks for other ratepayers. He argues that large load growth can reduce per-

unit costs if structured properly. 

Interconnection, Transmission Congestion, and Permitting Delays 

Kern presses on grid connection challenges, noting multi-year backlogs for 

transmission interconnections. 

Hanna identifies transmission congestion and fragmentation as primary 

bottlenecks, citing timelines of five to twelve years for interconnection studies and 

approvals. He highlights high-performance conductors—advanced transmission 

lines that can double capacity on existing rights of way—as a cost-effective solution, 

but notes utilities lack financial incentives to deploy them. He calls for federal 

permitting reform, including support for expedited NEPA timelines and federal 

backstop authority for regional transmission. 

DelBianco references findings from the North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation (NERC), which reported that approximately half of 900 planned 

transmission projects face delays due to permitting and supply chain constraints. 

He also points to aging infrastructure, extreme weather events, and renewable 

portfolio mandates as drivers of recent rate pressures in some regions. 



Griffith emphasizes that congestion costs reached over $20 billion in 2022 and 

argues that both federal and state reforms are necessary. While supporting federal 

permitting reform, she stresses that most siting and permitting decisions occur at 

the state and local levels. Nearly half of recent state-level bills related to 

transmission have focused on restricting rather than accelerating permitting, 

creating additional headwinds. 

Community Resistance and the “NIMBY” Challenge 

Kern turns to local opposition, noting concerns about water use, electricity prices, 

and environmental impacts. 

Griffith advocates structured community engagement, clear timelines, and 

predictable permitting frameworks. She emphasizes that policymakers must align 

economic opportunity with responsible planning. 

DelBianco describes significant grassroots opposition, including misinformation 

campaigns about “digital smog” and alleged health impacts. He recounts examples 

from Kentucky, Indiana, South Dakota, and Michigan, where local resistance often 

stemmed from distrust of institutions rather than evidence-based concerns. In one 

case, Kentucky officials visited operating data centers in Ohio and subsequently 

approved similar development after seeing local economic benefits firsthand. 

Hanna highlights Google’s efforts to invest in local communities, including energy 

efficiency funds, weatherization programs, and electrician training initiatives. 

AI’s Evolving Energy Profile 

Kern invites Tanya Das to discuss how AI’s energy profile may evolve. 

Das argues that current energy use is heavily influenced by large language models, 

but future AI deployment will likely become more sector-specific and tailored. She 

anticipates increased use of smaller, domain-specific models and edge computing, 

potentially reducing reliance on centralized, energy-intensive data centers. She 

cautions that long-term energy projections remain uncertain, given rapid 

technological evolution. 

Federal Policy, RTO Reform, and Load Forecasting 

Kern raises the Trump administration’s push for regional grid operator PJM to 

ensure large loads pay for transmission upgrades. 



Hanna notes that speculation and “phantom load” interconnection requests have 

inflated demand projections. In one case, a utility saw projected data center 

demand drop by 75 percent after implementing large-load tariffs requiring financial 

commitments. He supports ensuring that interconnection requests are backed by 

firm commitments to prevent cost-shifting. 

DelBianco argues that public utility commissions already have statutory authority to 

prevent cost transfers from large customers to residential ratepayers. He views 

federal and state mandates as largely symbolic reinforcements of existing 

obligations. 

Griffith cautions that regional transmission organizations need improved 

transparency and investment discipline to avoid misallocated capital and political 

backlash. 

Renewables, Firm Power, and the Generation Mix 

Kern asks about the administration’s reported efforts to slow renewable energy 

permitting. 

Griffith calls such actions counterproductive, noting that over 90 percent of 

interconnection queue projects involve renewables. She argues that slowing 

renewables risks higher costs and undermines grid modernization. 

Hanna endorses an “all-of-the-above” approach, citing estimates of 150 gigawatts of 

incremental load growth by decade’s end. He describes Google’s investments in 

enhanced geothermal (Fervo Energy), nuclear restarts (Duane Arnold), and 

advanced nuclear development (Kairos Power) as examples of new firm capacity 

aligned with AI growth. 

DelBianco cites NERC data indicating that two-thirds of planned generation 

additions are wind and solar, while 100 gigawatts of gas, coal, and nuclear are 

scheduled for retirement over eight years. He stresses the need for 24/7 baseload 

power and expresses renewed optimism about nuclear energy’s role. 

Griffith affirms nuclear as a clean energy source and emphasizes the importance of 

storage, geothermal, and advanced nuclear to meet both reliability and climate 

goals. 

Colocation, Microgrids, and Long-Term Grid Architecture 



Kern raises colocation models, where data centers pair directly with generation 

resources. 

Hanna explains that Google prefers grid-connected generation and transmission, 

allowing shared infrastructure and minimizing redundant backup capacity. Fully 

islanded microgrids require 100 percent backup generation, making them less 

efficient long-term. While colocation may serve as an interim solution, he argues 

that scalable AI leadership depends on robust shared transmission networks. 

Das highlights the importance of innovation in clean firm technologies, including 

advanced nuclear, geothermal, and potentially fusion. She references the 

Department of Energy’s Genesis Mission Consortium as a public-private effort to 

advance AI-enabled science and energy innovation. 

Audience Q&A: Tariffs and Cost Allocation 

In response to a question from Mark MacCarthy of Georgetown and Brookings, 

panelists discuss large-load tariffs and stranded cost protections. 

DelBianco states that responsible hyperscale operators support paying their own 

way, including long-term commitments and termination charges. He reiterates that 

public utility commissions are legally bound to prevent cost-shifting. 

The panel concludes with acknowledgment that while large load growth has 

historically reduced per-unit costs in some markets, future outcomes depend on 

infrastructure expansion, permitting reform, and disciplined investment planning. 

Closing Perspective 

Throughout the session, panelists converge on several themes: AI-driven load 

growth is real and significant; transmission congestion is the primary bottleneck; 

large-load cost allocation mechanisms are critical to protecting ratepayers; and 

long-term grid resilience requires an all-of-the-above generation strategy coupled 

with substantial permitting and transmission reform. 

The discussion underscores that AI infrastructure policy is inseparable from 

broader questions of grid modernization, community engagement, and national 

competitiveness. 



 

 

TRANSCRIPT 

Rebecca Kern - Senior Correspondent, The Capitol Forum: I just want to 

introduce myself. My name is Rebecca Kern. I am a senior correspondent with The 

Capitol Forum. I cover competition, AI and tech news on Capitol Hill. And we have a 

really great panel today. We're talking about AI and energy and how the massive AI 

consumption of energy is leading to some really interesting policy debates in DC 

but also in a lot of state governments. 

So, we're going to tackle some of the biggest issues here and then we'll have time 

for Q&A afterwards. So, just introducing, to my left we have Lindsey Baxter Griffith, 

the CEO of Clean Tomorrow, and she can tell you a little bit about that group as 

well. It's newer. Steve DelBianco, President and CEO of NetChoice. Tanya Das, Vice 

President of Strategy at Dataerai. Is that right? 

Tanya Das - Dataerai: Dataerai. 

Rebecca Kern: Dataerai. I said it wrong. Okay. And she can tell you more about the 

group as well. And Marsden Hanna, Head of Energy and Sustainability Policy at 

Google. 

So, to start off, there's been a big growing concern about the perception that data 

centers are driving up electricity bills. I wanted to see if each of you could walk 

through, from your perspective, how this is playing out in your field and who really 

pays for these new grid upgrades when large tech facilities come to town and build 

new data centers, and how you deal with that challenge of demand for energy from 

AI data centers. So, you could start, Lindsey. 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith - CEO, Clean Tomorrow: Sure. Well, thank you. Thanks for 

having me. Thanks for the intro, Rebecca. My name is Lindsey Baxter Griffith. I'm 

the founder and CEO of Clean Tomorrow. We're a nonprofit, nonpartisan group 

operating around the country. We do a lot of work on state policy, in particular on 

siting and permitting in the electricity grid space. 



So, actually just last week we released a report called the Power Policy Playbook, 

which actually takes a look around the country at different strategies and policy 

that states and local leaders are taking to address exactly this question. 

So, look, large grid assets and industrial users are nothing new to the grid, but we 

are at a very interesting moment. There's an increasing amount of demand coming 

on, in part from this use of AI and new data centers. We also have the challenge of 

a grid that's in desperate need of additional investment. We've deferred and 

defrayed the costs of upgrading our grid infrastructure for many years, and now 

that bill is coming home to roost at the same time as we have this new demand. 

And state policymakers are really at the crux of how to deal with this question. 

There's lots of things they can do. 

The opportunity that new data centers and new industrial users presents is also an 

opportunity, I think, to leverage better investment, more strategic investment in the 

grid. So, those state policymakers are thinking about how can we allow for 

microgrids, how can we potentially provide additional investment and have some of 

the upgrade costs needed around the system paid for by these new partnerships. 

There's a whole lot of things. I'd encourage you to check out our report on our 

website, cleantomorrow.org, and I'm very excited about today's conversation. So, 

thanks. 

Rebecca Kern: Yeah, thank you. 

Steve DelBianco - President & CEO, NetChoice: Yeah. Steve DelBianco, President 

of NetChoice, trade association for the tech industry. Our simple mission is to try to 

make the Internet safe for free enterprise and free expression. And for decades 

that's been a big deal. 

But when you think about it, we're focusing on AI so much, and yet for the past 

decade we've been building new data centers, not for AI but to support the movies, 

music, videos, messages, streaming services, AWS cloud service, cloud business 

services from Google. All of that has been done on the cloud. And the cloud lives in 

a big white building about the size of an aircraft carrier called a data center, and we 

have them all over the country. And over the past several years our industry has 

had to build about one of those on average every week to keep up with the 

demand, because all those things that you're doing in the cloud, hardly any of you 

ever delete your old photos and videos and messages. 



So, we are having to build a lot of data centers even before AI showed up, and AI 

has changed the conversation. It's the same big white building full of racks of 

servers, but on servers that have an NVIDIA chip or an inference chip, it's going to 

consume seven to ten times as much electricity. It needs higher cooling because of 

the heat generated by that. So, from the outside it just looks like you had another 

data center, but it will be spinning the electrical meter much faster than a data 

center that you're using for your Facebook photos and videos. 

So, you asked the question, Rebecca, with respect to electrical prices. So, let's just 

look backwards. Over those last five years, the Department of Energy just 

concluded a relatively detailed study of what has happened to electricity prices 

around the country. And in the years 2019 to 2024, the areas of the country with a 

lot of data centers, Virginia and Arizona, think of Ohio, Texas, they have 

experienced, ready for this, declining electricity prices for five years adjusted for 

inflation. Declining. 

So, the places with the most data centers have had lower electricity rates. Simple 

reason. The electricity bills that you and I see have a component for how many 

electrons we burn, but also a component for our share of the fixed costs of the 

utility. Well, when you have a large load customer like a data center, they're going 

to absorb far more of the fixed costs than all of us. And for that reason, rates have 

come down. 

But I don't want you to rely on the past. Look ahead. I think everyone here can 

agree that the public utilities commissions in every state are chartered by law to 

prohibit any utility from shifting costs from a large customer to anyone else. So, the 

track record has been superb, and looking ahead, the law will ensure that when our 

industry comes in to build a data center, our costs are not shifted onto anyone else. 

Rebecca Kern: Okay, you have it. 

Tanya Das - Vice President of Strategy, Dataerai: Yeah. So, I am VP of Strategy 

with an AI-first science startup called Dataerai, and I want to bring the perspective 

of putting the current AI moment in context, where we are right now, and thinking 

about how this could evolve going forward. 

So, when it comes to Dataerai, our startup is focused on solving and unlocking the 

data problem to enable AI-enabled scientific discovery. In order to have AI 

deployment in various sectors across our economy, we're going to have to go 

beyond LLMs. There's a ton of data available across our world, and most of that 



data is not language. And LLMs are the types of models that have been dominating 

the conversation, I think to some degree energy use as well when it comes to AI 

energy use. 

But moving forward, as we start to develop more sector-specific applications for AI, 

I believe that's going to start to change. And the company that I'm working with is 

helping to automatically curate and clean up scientific data to make that ready for 

input into AI models to accelerate that AI-enabled scientific discovery process. 

So, when it comes to the future of energy use in our nation, if we zoom in on the AI 

piece, I believe things are going to start shifting in some interesting ways. There's a 

very good chance that we are going to still need these massive AI models for other 

sectors of the economy. They may be language-based, they may be based on other 

types of data, but we are talking about things like having a foundational model for 

physics or a foundational model for chemistry. Those are really big ideas and really 

big concepts, and may require similar levels of training and inference as we're 

seeing for some of these large language models right now. 

However, when we start to get more narrow, we might see some more bespoke, 

tailored applications for subfields like material science or biology in which we are 

using bespoke models developed based on specific scientific instruments, and that 

may lead to some shifting in the energy use. 

And so when it comes to the future of what AI energy use is going to look like, I'd 

say a lot of it is unknown at this moment. We're definitely in a moment of growth 

right now, but five or ten years out, I think it's really hard to predict what that's 

going to look like. But I'm really excited to be part of an organization and part of a 

movement where we're trying to bring those benefits of AI to more sectors of the 

economy to make sure that the AI revolution is seeing benefits across the board. 

Marsden Hanna - Head of Energy and Sustainability Policy, Google: Thank you 

very much for the opportunity to be here. I'm Marsden Hanna with Google. At 

Google we are very bullish and excited about the potential for AI to help accelerate 

economic growth, scientific advancement, and human health and welfare. Some 

studies estimate that once AI is fully diffused across the economy, it has the 

potential to bring something like $4 trillion in uplift to North American GDP. But we 

don't get the upside of AI without the energy to power it. 

And as we look at the grid today, we are seeing significant difficulties with 

interconnecting new data centers to meet load growth, largely as a result of 



congestion and fragmentation across the grid. And as we look at this opportunity 

and bringing new resources online, it's incredibly important that data centers pay 

for the incremental cost that is needed to build out the grid to serve their capacity. 

And that's something we're committed to do at Google. 

As Steve mentioned earlier, contrary to what folks might think, the large load 

growth actually helps reduce the cost of the grid for everyone else as you spread 

the fixed cost of the system across a larger number of megawatt hours. Just to put 

a couple of examples on that, PG&E in California has estimated that for every 

gigawatt of new incremental data center growth that they see in the market, they 

expect residential retail bills to go down by one to two percent. In Georgia, the PSC 

chair credited the ability to freeze rates for everyone directly to the growing data 

center growth in that market. 

So, as we look to ensure that electricity rates are affordable, large load growth can 

be a really important part of the solution. And it's really important that us as data 

center companies pay for the incremental costs to serve. So, we're committed to do 

that through what we're calling our capacity commitment framework. This means 

significant upfront minimum charges, it means long-term contracts, it means 

upfront collateral so that if the data center load growth never appears and the 

utility has made an investment in the grid, we know that other ratepayers aren't left 

holding the bag because these companies have committed upfront to pay for 

capital delivered upfront. So, that's a structure that I think is now inked in with the 

state PUCs in eight states, and we're looking to continue to expand that. There's 

lots more to come on this front. 

Rebecca Kern: Yeah, and I mean, I do feel like there is this perception that 

electricity bills are going up, and I mean, I'm seeing it here in our region too. So, can 

you explain how it actually works, Mars, like the connecting, because there's a long-

term process in building out these data centers and also there's a shortage of 

transmission interconnectors and a backlog in those on the market. So, can you talk 

about some of the challenges getting connected to the grid and how that maybe 

ties to prices and also some legislative solutions you're looking to in Congress. 

Marsden Hanna: Yeah, absolutely. So, as I mentioned, as we look at the market, 

transmission congestion is really the primary barrier to bringing on new capacity. 

We are hearing utilities tell us five years, sometimes ten years to interconnect new 

load. We had one utility tell us twelve years to study the timeline to interconnect. 



So, it's really this grid fragmentation that is making it difficult to bring on new 

supply at the pace of the AI revolution. So, what can we do about that? A couple of 

different things. First, high-performance conductors. These are larger, bigger, better 

transmission wires that can replace old, out-of-date wires. You can simply restring 

an existing line with a higher-performance conductor. This can be done for a 

fraction of the cost that will be required to build a new line. It can be done in a 

matter of months, not years, on an existing right of way, and it can potentially 

double the capacity of these lines. 

But utilities don't have a financial incentive to deploy these solutions. So, this is an 

area where we need public policy to help optimize the incentives and ensure we're 

making the most use of the infrastructure that we have. 

On top of that, building new infrastructure is going to be important to create an 

American grid that can power growth. An interstate, large regional or interregional 

transmission line currently takes anywhere from ten to fifteen years just to permit, 

before you get to the construction phase. It's three years to build but ten to fifteen 

years to permit. And that is a result of just this byzantine permitting framework at 

all levels, local, state, federal, and just real challenges with figuring out how we 

apportion the costs for these lines. 

And so as we look at the market, the permitting, the federal permitting reform 

conversation, we think is really important. We're very pleased to see the SPEED Act 

pass in the House, which will help expedite NEPA timelines. But on top of that, we 

need a permitting solution that helps expedite our ability to build regional 

transmission. And that means a federal backstop to build a national, robust 

infrastructure network. And lots can be done in existing rights of way. And there's 

many other considerations, but we're really excited about the potential for 

something here this year. 

Rebecca Kern: And Steve, do you want to comment on any of the legislative 

efforts? 

Steve DelBianco: Well, I'd like to get to that, was your next question, but on this 

one, that same Department of Energy study that just came out identified three 

reasons why in some parts of the country rates have gone up over that five-year 

period. And the first thing they talked about was aging infrastructure, the fact that 

we have such a backlog at upgrading the infrastructure. We have underinvested in 

certain regions at the utility. 



You couple that with the second reason, weather events, because it's weather 

events that damage the distribution network, not so much the generation side. And 

the third identified reason from the Department of Energy was renewable portfolio 

standards, under which utilities were forced to retire fossil fuel baseload and 

nuclear baseload and to rely more on renewables to fill that in. 

But looking ahead, that does not provide the baseload 24/7/365 power that we 

need to power this nation's economy and the data centers and AI that we have, 

unless we can couple renewables with a generous battery storage business. We are 

going to find ourselves reliant on interregional spot market of buying power. 

So, at times when you need power and your generation capacity doesn't get there 

and the sun's not shining and the wind's not blowing, you have to buy. So, the 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation, or NERC, just described the 

resource mix challenges on transmission projects that Mars was just speaking of. 

Half of the projects, 400 out of 900, are delayed or supply chain disruptions and 

permitting obstacles. And that the interregional transfers themselves are only 

about four percent of the investment and development that our utilities are doing. 

So, precious little is being done to connect the parts of our country that have excess 

power to those that need it. And those spot prices, Rebecca, could be why 

sometimes your bills go up. 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith: I just want to add one thing here. I think the other factor I 

just want to add to Steve's list is the price of natural gas. There was a rise during 

COVID that led to an increase in utility bills around the country, particularly as we 

use more gas for generation purposes on the electric grid. Those prices did not 

come down when natural gas prices declined, and they're now at quite a low price 

today. But it's volatile, and so that's an additional contributing factor here. 

But in complete agreement, I mean, congestion costs are about transmission. And 

in 2022, the cost of congestion to American consumers was over $20 billion. That 

was the high point. We're not going to get away from this issue until we start 

building more than 55 miles of transmission, which is what we built in 2023. So, 

there is an absolute need for this federal authority. We need state policymakers 

and regional cooperation to improve on this. 

In markets like PJM, you can see the sort of panic and also experimentation that's 

now happening with policy there. If you care about building large infrastructure in 

this country that's going to take energy, like in the AI sector, you have to care about 

transmission. 



Rebecca Kern: Have you guys taken the siting and permitting legislation federally 

or in the states? 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith: Yeah. Around the country, in just the last few years there's 

been a lot of pushes at the state level to reform siting and permitting policy. So, 

while the federal backstop is important, most of these decisions, most of the 

permits that are faced on the grid are at the local or state level. So, that's where 

we've been tracking this. And of hundreds of bills, unfortunately almost half of 

them look at restricting permitting and siting. 

So, we have to continue to push uphill on this issue locally. We need to get states 

the authority that's necessary to make these decisions, to make them efficiently, 

expediently, to work with local communities, yes, but provide certainty in the 

business environment so that we can build these projects at the speed and scale 

that's necessary, which is again, huge. 

Rebecca Kern: And are there, do you guys support the SPEED Act, like NEPA 

reform, and... 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith: Very much so. I think that's important, but I think when 

we again look around the country, federal projects where you need federal permits 

are important. But again, one of the issues we have is that the reconductoring, 

upgrading of transmission at the local level, improving substations to serve 

projects, and states look at these questions, they need to think about permitting 

and siting in their own state. 

We're working on things like digitalization of permitting processes. So, many states 

still use paper to do permitting and siting. We really have to catch up. I'm optimistic 

that we can continue to make progress, but large infrastructure is a challenge to 

build. And you need decision makers that are committed to the economic 

opportunity that can be in their states if they build these projects, while also making 

sure that you can provide high-quality decision making. Whether it's a renewable 

project, a battery project, a nuclear project, you need to have the opportunity in 

place for communities, decision makers, and industry to work collaboratively and 

quickly to get us where we need to be at scale. 

Rebecca Kern: I think another challenge is resistance from local communities. 

There's been a lot of some protests from communities claiming there's concerns 

over water shortages and electricity rate issues when building a new data center in 

their community. How are tech companies working with these communities locally 



to allay these concerns? And also I'd be interested, Lindsey, if you guys are working 

on the local level with communities too. 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith: Yeah. There's a lot of different ways that state 

policymakers and local policymakers can work with communities. We hear a lot 

about community benefit agreements, hear a lot about local decision making, 

industry-led conversations. What we really need across all of those is approaches 

that are going to provide, again, certainty of timelines where people know where 

they have the opportunity to contribute to the process, and certainty that there'll be 

a decision made moving forward. 

This is no different than any other type of infrastructure project, but you have to 

have high-quality decision making, meaning again accurate timelines, realistic policy 

decisions. There will be, I think, increasing amounts of legislation on both sides of 

this issue. I think we're going to see states, especially as they hear from the AI 

industry and from data center builders, that there is a necessary conversation that 

needs to be had, and increasingly higher levels of government to make these 

decisions and lay out processes. 

There's lots of really interesting options out there. For example, Michigan has a 

finance option where they will assist in payment with industry and with 

communities, provide additional incentives. We see a lot of those tax benefits really 

work for communities. And I'll just go back to where I started. We need this 

opportunity to really result in investment in the grid that has been long deferred. 

And so that's where policymakers and the interests of the AI and data center 

community need to come together. 

So, I think if that sort of planning and that sort of policy can be made successfully at 

the state level, we will see success. We will see economic opportunity, and we'll see 

communities more excited and more on side. That's what it's going to take. It's 

really meeting people where they are and providing the incentives and the 

opportunity to them today. 

Steve DelBianco: Yeah. NetChoice is effective because we get the hell out of 

Washington. My team and I are constantly in the states and at local county 

commissioner meetings, and that's where we have observed firsthand what 

Rebecca brought up, the NIMBY problem. Not in my backyard. Just in the past four 

weeks, what I've discovered showing up at a planning and zoning hearing in rural 

Kentucky, or Indianapolis two weeks ago, and last week in South Dakota. 



It isn't just NIMBY, not in my backyard, it's BANANA, which means Build Absolutely 

Nothing Anywhere Near Anyone. And when we talk, there's even a worse form of 

that called NOPE, Not On Planet Earth. Where does this come from? It turns out 

that there's a general fear and uncertainty about technology and about business, 

and a lot of America's population on the far left and far right have joined together 

in the bottom, and they distrust the business community. They distrust the media 

and they especially distrust the government. 

So, they can't believe their rates are going to go down if we build a data center. 

They can't believe that the noise will be tolerable or that we won't vacuum up all of 

their farmland and virtually tile the earth as a result. And they get their information 

not from journals and articles like a DOE study. They get their information on social 

media, which is stored in the data center, as a finding irony. But all of that echo 

chamber is about distrust. Very challenging for us to overcome that distrust. Mostly 

what we can do is keep calmly pointing out. 

And in Saline County, Michigan, even though the state has some incentives, Saline 

County has decided they don't want a $10 billion data center being built by OpenAI. 

A data center that uses no water at all for cooling. And yet two of every three 

objections at the town hall meetings were about water use, or concerns about 

electricity without any basis in fact. 

So, at that point, the audience is not just the public who's distrusting the people 

giving them the message. The audience is usually the county commissioners and 

the state lawmakers. For instance, when they hear somebody stood up last week in 

South Dakota and said Northern Virginia is suffering from digital smog that is 

costing people years off their life. I said, representative, could you explain further? 

And she suggested that digital smog hangs over Northern Virginia. And I didn't 

know really where to go with that one except to say I live in Northern Virginia and 

we've got a lot of problems there, but smog's not one of them. 

Week before in Indianapolis, a group of people in t-shirts went up to the state 

legislature commission at a hearing and said diabetes rates are increasing in areas 

around data centers, and they pointed to Northern Virginia as a place where 

diabetes is going crazy. Well, fortunately the lawmakers at that panel, they don't 

buy that. They ask for data. Is there any studies? They don't buy that. But the folks 

in the room who don't want change and don't trust us, they will rally to a cry as 

crazy as that. 



So, we have a lot of work left to do and a lot of it is showing people that you can 

trust it. These Kentucky lawmakers, I'll wrap this up, sorry, but these Kentucky 

lawmakers, in this case a planning commission, decided to get in a van and drive an 

hour and a half north to Ohio, outside of Columbus, Ohio, and look at a few data 

centers that were already running. They didn't hear any noise. They saw a relatively 

interesting building of two stories high in prairie land, central Ohio. They talked to 

locals who were ecstatic over the jobs, investment, and tax relief. Well, they got in 

their van, they came back to Kentucky and right away passed an ordinance to allow 

data centers in northern Kentucky. So, seeing is believing, and I think we're going to 

have to rely on that. 

Rebecca Kern: I mean, Mars, are you seeing it firsthand as well? Do you interact 

with communities in your role at Google? 

Marsden Hanna: Yeah, I think Lindsey and Steve covered it pretty well, so I don't 

have a ton to add here. But certainly I'll say it's incredibly important that we are a 

robust partner to the communities that we are part of. 

One way we've done that is, on top of paying for the energy required to service our 

data centers, we're helping support affordability through energy efficiency funds 

and weatherization. We did a $25 million grant in Arkansas, $30 million in Texas to 

help people weatherize their homes. And we're helping train the next generation of 

electricians as well. In Texas we have a partnership with the Electrical Training 

Alliance to train 1,700 electricians that can help bring local jobs. So, it's an 

important part of being a community member. 

Rebecca Kern: And Tanya, I want to bring you in because your work, your group is 

working on the front end of the AI ecosystem and helping researchers get access to 

AI-ready datasets. And could you talk about how the nature of AI energy usage is 

going to be changing as the tools become more tailored in their use, and we have 

other systems besides just LLMs, more of the edge AI computing possibilities. 

Tanya Das: Yes. It's a very difficult piece to predict, but there is a chance that 

energy use may actually decline in the future for several reasons. Energy use due to 

AI, when it comes to the large language models right now, those models may 

become more efficient, and so their training and inference may become more 

efficient, and that could lead to some improvements. 

But specifically, as we were talking about, when it comes to deploying AI in more 

sectors across the economy, those deployments I believe are going to require more 



tailored AI solutions. Instead of throwing the entire data of the entire Internet into a 

model, we're going to be more tailored about what we're feeding into those models 

and what the outcomes of those models are going to be. And so we might also see 

more deployment of AI on the edge, which means that these models, instead of 

running on a data center, are going to be running on our smartphones, which use a 

lot less energy than a data center. And so there's a lot of reason, I think, to be 

optimistic about where the trends are going to look like. And there's a possibility 

that a lot of energy efficiency and improvements will be made in the future because 

of all these different reasons. 

Rebecca Kern: So, we're seeing this administration take different approaches to AI 

energy challenges. One we saw last month was the Trump administration asked 

regional grid operator PJM to require tech companies to pay for new transmission 

and energy sources connecting in this market. But there's a bit of an outcry to that 

push, and I wanted to see your perspective. Is it that simple of a solution? And 

obviously all these RTOs operate differently and have different energy composition 

of their generation sources. And then we have ERCOT, which is Texas, which has 

not connected the grid at all. And we saw that failure, not this past winter storm but 

a few years ago, it was really challenging for them. So, what are your thoughts 

about these top-down directions from the administration to RTOs telling them what 

to do. 

Marsden Hanna: I can start. I'll just say first, we are encouraged by the 

administration's support for US AI leadership. We think this is very important for 

America's global competitive position in the world. And we know that of course 

energy supply is a critical input to achieving that outcome. 

When we look at the RTO challenges, certainly there's no one-size-fits-all. But the 

common thread across the RTOs we're seeing is the transmission congestion 

challenge that's making it difficult to bring on new capacity, and that is having sort 

of cascading effects throughout the system. In some places that's part of the 

reason you're seeing capacity market prices go up in PJM. 

But there's another really important reason we're seeing the load growth demand 

go up so much, and there is a significant amount of what I guess we would call 

phantom load in the system where interconnection requests are not backed by firm 

financial commitments. Just as one example of this, there is a utility in PJM that was 

projecting 60 gigawatts of new data center capacity. Once that utility brought on a 

large load tariff that required customers to put their money where their mouth is, 

to sign up for long-term contracts, to sign up for upfront collateral and significant 



charges to ensure they're not shifting costs to other customers, once they brought 

on that structure, the demand forecast dropped by 75 percent. 

And so part of what we're seeing is there's just a tremendous amount of 

speculation in the market that is flowing through to prices and creating a lot of 

froth and churn. And so going forward, and I think we saw this in the 

administration's partnership with PJM, is making sure that large loads, if you are 

going to ask the utility to make an investment to serve you, you should be 

committing financially to do that. So, you are ensuring you're not burdening other 

customers. 

Steve DelBianco: Yeah, it's funny that when you think of these top-down 

mandates, whether it's from the administration to PJM or from the state legislature 

to all the local districts, it's got symbolic value. It isn't going to change the calculus 

because, remember, the public utilities commissions that regulate every utility are 

prohibited by law from allowing a utility to transfer Mars' costs to anyone on this 

panel. 

They are not allowed to transfer costs from large users to others. In fact, the 

opposite is what happens. So, the reality on the ground is the PUCs do their job 

fairly well, but they don't build things. They simply approve what it is the utilities 

propose to build. And a utility will only propose to build if it's got bona fide 

applications from large load customers who have the financial wherewithal to step 

it up, which is just what Mars was talking about. 

But it helps. Symbolism always helps. Maybe in what we discussed earlier, it'll help 

to address a lot of the fears, uncertainty, and doubt on the part of a public who's 

afraid bad things are going to happen. So, let's reassure them. Let's show top-

down, state-down mandates for the state public utilities commissions and utilities 

to do what it is they are required to do by law. 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith: If I could, I just want to interject though. I think what we're 

heading towards is continued, let's call it political or social risk, in this space 

between the development of these large infrastructure projects and the public that 

has to live next to them. So, we need to do a really high-quality job. 

And I have to say, I think that most of the RTOs do not do a great job in their 

decision making today. Need a lot better reform internally. I think PJM is a great 

example of this. Increased transparency, increased and more clear rules of the 

road. Similar to the utility model, yes, the rate base requirement, fair and justified 



rates are important, and that goes a lot of the way. But we've seen gold plating of 

the wrong investments for decades at this point. 

So, we need a better model that points these investments that the private sector 

and communities are collectively trying to make towards the projects that are 

actually going to have the highest good for everybody involved. We have never 

done that well. We need to do that better. Or this sort of top-down perspective that 

the administration is taking, I think could really backfire on us if we're not careful. 

So, I think there's a lot of inherent risk here that needs to be properly managed. 

Steve DelBianco: And at the local level, when you think about siting, I was in South 

Dakota as I said last week, and there's a lot of open land in South Dakota. There's 

only a million people that live there. And there are communities in South Dakota 

that don't want a data center at all. To your point, Sioux Falls, Rapid City, they don't 

want one there at all. 

Well, Meta, Google, OpenAI, we are not interested in building there. Land prices are 

too high and there's plenty of communities that will welcome with open arms a 

data center that generates a billion dollars in investment, the employment of 

construction, hundreds of jobs paying six figures to high school grads, and massive 

relief on lower property taxes. So, those communities want the ability to attract a 

data center in a rural area where people are not living close to it. 

And in America, with our connectivity network on Internet connectivity and our 

fiber backbone, we can build a data center anywhere in this country that serves 

users everywhere. So, connectivity on electricity, lousy. Connectivity on fiber is good 

enough that we should just pick and choose the communities where a data center 

would be embraced by the locals. 

Rebecca Kern: Another challenge I wanted to talk about is the Trump 

administration seeking to cancel hundreds of solar and wind permits around the 

country right now. And Lindsey and Mars, I wanted to see if you could talk about 

how in the end this could backfire in tackling electricity affordability, because 

renewables are the fastest and cheapest resources that you can build right now. 

We can talk about interconnection challenges as well, and you can address that and 

even talk about colocation as well, Mars, as a solution. But do you find this latest 

attack on renewables maybe incongruous with supposed affordability promises 

from this administration? 



Lindsey Baxter Griffith: I think it's unfortunate that this administration has taken 

this stance and, as we've seen in recent reporting, actively working within their 

permitting process to slow down the uptake of these projects. 

The business community has spoken, I think, on this issue. The interconnection 

queues around the country, in total more than 90 percent of projects are 

renewables. And yes, there are some, just as there are with data centers, there are 

some phantom projects. But even if you discount that, I mean, these are the 

technologies that are going to be coming online for the next decade. These are the 

technologies that are going to power these data center additions, other economic 

opportunity, industrial users of all kinds around the country, and residential 

consumers. 

So, it's a huge mistake to intentionally endanger these projects and to slow them 

down. It will have cost implications, as slowing any type of generation uptake in the 

United States and our electricity grid would have. 

So, it's important that we stop, and this goes back to the permitting conversation, it 

goes to state decision makers as well as the current administration. We need to 

stop trying to pick winners here. Every technology that we can bring online is 

important for powering the grid. Again, we've defrayed these investments for so 

long. You've got to build transmission and you have to allow generation to come 

online as quickly as possible. So, I think I'll stop there and let Mars talk about the 

other parts of the question. 

Marsden Hanna: Yeah, I think the last figure I saw was we're going to need 150 

gigawatts of new incremental load by the end of the decade. That is an 

unprecedented pace of growth. Certainly we've had load growth in eras past, but 

not at this scale and speed. And so in that environment, it really needs to be an all-

of-the-above approach where we're not taking resources off the table. 

For our part at Google, we're focused on bringing new firm capacity to help meet 

new load. So, we're working with a company called Fervo Energy on enhanced 

geothermal in Nevada that can bring always-on, 24/7 power to meet new load 

growth. We've helped restart the Duane Arnold 600-megawatt nuclear facility in 

Iowa to bring that back online. We're working with a company called Kairos Power 

to invest in the next generation of advanced nuclear technologies. We have a 500-

megawatt order book with Kairos, and there's more to come. And so we're really 

focused on bringing incremental resources to meet new load. 



Steve DelBianco: I mentioned earlier the study just put out by the North American 

Electric Reliability Corporation, or NERC. They concluded that two-thirds of the 

planned additions nationally for generation are wind and solar. You said 90 

percent, they're saying two-thirds, but maybe it's a different denominator. 

But NERC goes on to say these are weather-dependent and they lack essential 

reliability services like inertia and frequency response that would be provided by 

traditional synchronous generators. At the same time, NERC notes that we have 

100 gigawatts of gas, coal, and nuclear that are scheduled to be retired over the 

next eight years. You combine that together and we don't have the 24/7 baseload 

that we need. 

So, I'm taken back to 1979. I was a sophomore studying nuclear engineering at the 

University of Pennsylvania. And just a few miles up the road is a place called Three 

Mile Island. And when that happened, the professor brought us all in, there were 

twelve of us in nuclear engineering, and said pick another field because nobody's 

going to build a nuclear plant in the United States in your lifetimes. And we did. I 

went to computer science and that worked out okay. But I am so glad to see what 

Mars said. 

Rebecca Kern: Yeah, it's come back around for you. 

Steve DelBianco: Let's bring it back around to nuclear. And I'm interested, Lindsey, 

in your view on whether you consider that to be a clean, not renewable, but a clean 

power. 

Lindsey Baxter Griffith: Oh, 100 percent. I think there are so many solutions out 

there for energy technologies that will get us to a cleaner, again, better grid that we 

should embrace all of them. 

And I'll just say, I think the PJM example that you used earlier is a great one. We are 

seeing, all those of you who are developing projects are seeing increasing delays in 

ordering of gas turbines around the country. Seven years. So, exactly right. And it's 

gone from five to seven. Who knows where it'll be. Again, the volatility of the price is 

another issue. 

So, when you're planning these cleaner technologies, combination of storage with 

wind and solar, or nuclear, or geothermal, they're going to provide a set of 

solutions for large load, for industrial consumers that will again improve the quality 

of the grid, provide us better resilience, and also meet, from my perspective, an 



important piece, meet our climate goals, which so many companies that are in this 

space are highly committed to. So, let's keep that going. Let's not lose sight of that 

goal. And we can do it at the same time. Google is a great example, but there are 

many others out there too. 

Rebecca Kern: Well, and then another opportunity that could happen is this 

colocation of building a data center with your own energy source, and then 

eventually you could power that and not be on the grid. But then if you eventually 

do get connected, you could be bringing power back onto the grid and be a 

contributor in the end. 

So, could you guys all maybe address the opportunity that AI could be a net positive 

for the grid down the line? And even Tanya, even talking about some of the next 

generation of AI and data usage, maybe we aren't relying as much on these data 

centers in the future. 

Marsden Hanna: Yeah, I can start on the colocation piece. So, at Google, our 

preference first and foremost is to have new grid-connected load that is served by 

new grid-connected supply. And then we use the transmission grid to transmit the 

power and those resources are located where they are each most cost-effective. 

We realize that in the current environment with transmission constraints, that's not 

always possible. And so where we do have a need to be in a particular location, we 

will look also at colocated models. In those scenarios, our preference is still that the 

generating resources be front of meter so that it can dispatch into the grid, so that 

it can be a constructive and additive part of energy supply for that region. 

But ultimately this is not our preferred solution. I mean, what it comes down to is 

for microgrids you need to significantly overbuild the backup generation. So, if 

you're a fully islanded grid system, you need 100 percent backup capacity. By 

comparison, if you're part of a grid network, you generally only need somewhere 

between 10 to 20 percent because it's a shared resource across the grid. 

So, this colocation pathway is certainly one that we think should be permitted. 

Companies should be able to pursue this. But it's hard to see for us how long-term 

American AI leadership can be built on a system where we have thousands of 

expensive microgrids. And that really gets back to the transmission permitting 

reform discussion and high-performance conductors and really unlocking the 

capacity of the grid to build out a shared resource, to build out a robust American 

electricity system that can power growth. And that if we have the ability to build 



transmission with speed, data centers can be a part of that solution to drive down 

costs and build a reliable grid for everyone. 

Tanya Das: So, if I talk a bit about the generation piece of all this, we have very 

limited opportunities for clean firm technologies in the US that are ready to build 

right now. 

Nuclear takes an extraordinarily long time to build. Advanced nuclear I think is very 

promising but still, I would say, at the start of stage. Geothermal energy, I think 

similarly very promising. I think probably nearing commercialization but still at a 

relatively small scale. Fusion energy, very exciting but probably still five to ten years 

out. 

And we need more of these clean firm energy generation options in order to meet 

load growth as a whole for all the reasons that we've been talking about. I think 

what's exciting about how this administration is approaching the AI problem is that 

they're looking at both sides of the equation. They're looking at how do we bring 

more power onto the grid. They're also looking at how can we make the US 

competitive in developing and deploying AI solutions across the board, across 

various sectors of our economy. 

And the Department of Energy has been tasked with leading something that they're 

calling the Genesis Mission, which is the signature initiative to develop and deploy 

AI solutions in science, energy, and national security. I think it's really exciting that 

DOE has been put in charge of this because the agency, despite being called 

Department of Energy, has a very large role to play in those three pieces: science, 

energy, and national security. 

And today, actually, the administration announced the Genesis Mission 

Consortium, in which they're going to be establishing a public-private partnership 

to tackle AI-enabled solutions on several key areas that will include topics like 

fusion energy and geothermal energy, nuclear energy, and science. And so I think 

it's really critical that we don't lose sight of the necessity for innovation and those 

early-stage investments in order to get us to where we need to go. 

We have a problem, an infrastructure problem that is here today that's very 

difficult, that we need to navigate. But looking forward, I think innovation and these 

types of investments are going to be critical to get us to where we need to be. 



Rebecca Kern: Yeah. Thanks for mentioning that. Looking towards the future, 

government subsidizing some of these efforts, particularly in the nuclear space, is 

something that could potentially speed it up. But yeah, exactly, advanced reactors 

take so long to build and we haven't even had one built in our country yet, so it's 

theoretical still. But I do want to give the opportunity for maybe two questions in 

the audience we have. Okay. I saw the last row with your hand up first. 

Mark MacCarthy - Georgetown University and Brookings Institution: I'm Mark 

MacCarthy. I'm with Georgetown and Brookings. Great panel. Good discussion. You 

covered a lot of important issues. I have one quick comment and then a question. 

The comment is on the point that's been made by a couple of speakers, that large 

load customers make rates cheaper for everybody. There was a study that said 

that, it covered 2019 to 2024. They said that was only because there was excess 

capacity in the system. Going forward, that's not going to be true. And so regulators 

around the country are saying, how do we protect ratepayers now? And their 

answer is separate tariffs. Virginia put in place a separate tariff where they said, 

here are the costs attributable to the large load customers. They should pay those 

costs, 70, 80 percent of them. 

So, my first question is, is that a good way to go, separate tariffs? And the second 

question is your idea that there should be some sort of control for possible 

stranded investment makes a lot of sense. So, upfront charges to cover some of the 

initial investments and termination charges in case companies walk away from it. 

They both make sense. You seem to be in favor of it at Google. How widespread is 

that sense in the hyperscale industry? Do they say, yeah, we're all for that, or is that 

something unique to you? 

Rebecca Kern: Well, I guess, I don't know if you could speak for everyone. Steve, 

you have a diverse membership, but... 

Steve DelBianco: Responsible players in this space, all of NetChoice members, 

understand they want to pay their own way. They'll try to bring their own power, 

which is part of what this notion behind the meter. But Mars nailed it. There's no 

way that it makes that much sense for us to put generation behind the meter, 

because sometimes even an advanced nuclear and small modular nuclear has to be 

taken down for refueling or service. When that happens, we have to be connected 

to the grid for backup power. 



So, bring your own power, it doesn't mean it's behind the meter. It could be bring 

your own power and pay for it to be part of the grid. Which I think Mars' point, large 

load tariffs, are exactly what the state public utilities commissions are supposed to 

do. But we give it a new name now, we'll call it a large load tariff, we'll make a big 

deal about it and people will feel better. But it's already been the law. 

The capacity situation that you spoke of, the DOE study looked at every single state 

individually, and in truth there were states that had adequate capacity to meet the 

data centers over that five-year period. But right now when there are shortages of 

power and you have to buy on the spot market, we have a terrible spot market on 

power between most of our utilities because it ends up being unable to serve from 

an area of the country where the sun might be shining and you pay too much to get 

power from part of the country that doesn't have enough. That's not easy to fix, 

Mark. 

Rebecca Kern: Okay, thank you. I mean, I know we're at 12:30, so I think we may 

have to end it. But I want to offer our panelists, hopefully if people want to ask 

questions afterwards, hopefully we can stick around. I apologize, this was a really 

robust conversation, and thank everyone for participating, particularly our 

panelists. 

Tanya Das: Thank you. 

 


