Planning Working Group (PLWG) Meeting Minutes
September 25, 2025 (In Person + WebEx)
	1.
	Antitrust Admonition
Meeting started at 1:00 pm. Antitrust admonition was given.
	Chair

	2.
	Agenda Review
Agenda was reviewed.
	Chair

	3.
	Review of PLWG Meeting Minutes (August 26th)
Meeting minutes reviewed. No feedback received.
	Chair

	4.
	NPRR 1274 – RPG Estimated Capital Cost Thresholds of Proposed Transmission Projects
Robert Golen (ERCOT) presented the ERCOT comments posted on 9/23. ERCOT agrees with the proposal from Oncor and Joint TSP commenters to double the cost thresholds for all Tier 1, 2, and 3 projects. Based on the cost information provided in response to ERCOT’s RFI, ERCOT believes this would be a more appropriate change than the original Consumer Price Index increase first suggested. ERCOT also responds to language suggested by TEBA but does not believe it is appropriate to include in this revision request.
Martha Henson (Oncor) – Oncor appreciates ERCOT taking time to gather data that validated the trends that the TSPs were observing.
Action Taken: Will report to ROS that PLWG reached consensus on NPRR 1274 language as reflected in Oncor’s comments. 
	ERCOT

	5.
	PGRR 126 – Related to NPRR1284, Guaranteed Reliability Load Process & NPRR 1284 – Guaranteed Reliability Load Process
Clayton Greer (Cholla) relayed that discussions with ERCOT indicate that the SCED approach should work. While ERCOT personnel were not available to discuss during the meeting, Clayton also shared that ERCOT is not supportive of Google’s proposal to create a 100-hour limit.
Clayton plans to provide a presentation when appropriate at PLWG, LLWG, and OWG.
Action: Tabled to allow appropriate ERCOT personnel to be present to discuss and respond.

	Clayton Greer

	6.
	PGRR 127 – Addition of Proposed Generation to the Planning Models
Agenda item not discussed.
Action Taken: Tabled to the next PLWG meeting.
	ERCOT

	7.
	PGRR 128 - Regional Transmission Plan Review of Grid Enhancing Technologies
Julia Selker (WATT Coalition) spoke to joint comments posted by WATT, AMP, TTP on 9/15 supporting addition of requirement to evaluate advanced transmission technologies.
Ted Block-Rubin (Smart Wires) spoke to comments posted on 9/15. Alex Al-Homsi (Smart Wires) presented internal analysis from 2022 of several of ERCOT’s top twenty constrained circuits, concluding that the installation of GETS technology would have significantly reduced congestion costs.
Prabhu Gnanam (ERCOT) shared that ERCOT plans to file comments. Strongly opposed to adding this requirement to RTP.
Chris Matos (Goggle) – Google plans to file comments in support of PGRR128. Believes that ERCOT should incorporate this evaluation in earlier stages of the analysis and does not believe it’s an overly burdensome ask.
Martha Henson (Oncor) – Oncor has not changed its position from earlier comments. Oncor’s opinion is that any commenter can propose that such a technology be evaluated in existing processes and does not believe it should be standardized either through NPRR1274 or applied to the RTP as proposed in PGRR128.
Julia Selker (WATT) - Can ERCOT propose an alternative venue to introduce this requirement?
Prabhu – RPG is the existing venue where you can propose and discuss alternatives. ERCOT has an obligation to study this when proposed. Opposes the concept that every project in RTP should receive an exhaustive analysis of all alternatives.
Ted – How is the list of alternative technologies managed to ensure that it’s exhaustive and up to date?
Prabhu – ERCOT doesn’t necessarily maintain a database of all technologies available. In a particular project, ERCOT works with the TSP to identify alternatives to determine a cost-effective solution.
Erin Rasmussen (AEP) – Working to file comments for this PGRR and would favor tabling. 
Julia – The WATT comments include examples of when ERCOT analysis seems to consider specific technologies in their evaluations. WATT would be interested in understanding why it would not be appropriate to consider GETs there.
Ping Yan (ERCOT) provided further details and explanation of the ERCOT economic test study process. ERCOT plans to file formal comments and will continue the discussion after that time.
Bryn Baker (TEBA) – Supports tabling to allow time to revise the PGRR language in advance of the next meeting.
Action: Tabled PGRR128 to next PLWG meeting.
	ERCOT

	8.
	PGRR 130 – Related to NPRR1295, GTC Exit Solutions
Agenda item was not discussed.
	Alex Miller, Kevin Hanson, Kat Patrick

	
	Action: Tabled PGRR130 to next PLWG meeting.
	

	9.
	PGRR 131 – Requirements for Interconnection Cost Reporting for Transmission-Connected Generators
Doug Fohn (ERCOT) laid out the revision request. PUC Substantive Rule 25.195(i) requires ERCOT to collect this information monthly and in an annual report. The PGRR uses same language as in the rule.
Martha Henson (Oncor) – No major concerns and support the overall direction of ERCOT’s language. Oncor does have some questions on parts of the language to get clarity:
(1) Trigger date in Paragraph 1 is based on energization of the interconnecting entity. Oncor hopes to use an existing defined term from the Protocols. 
(2)  Most costs will have been incurred by the reporting date, but there could be trailing costs after that reporting date – don’t want it to be like the monthly construction cost reporting where you have to continue reporting potentially for years. Would appreciate clarifying language that it’s “booked costs” incurred by the TSP to avoid need to chase any lagging costs potentially for years to come. 
(3) Hope to leverage RIOO to submit the report and would appreciate hearing feedback on the format of that report.
Jenifer Fernandes (ERCOT) – ERCOT has a ticket in RIOO to have fields available starting in January. Can add initial energization to provide clarification to concern #1. Floated a two-time report but can further discuss the specifics of how often costs need to be reported.
Blake Holt (LCRA) – Similar concerns to Oncor about trailing costs and the potential need to report true-up costs. Supportive of a 90-day cutoff or a two-time report.
Doug Fohn (ERCOT) – Sounds like conceptually the parties are on the same page. Rule has language about “in consultation with PUCT” and would need to keep PUCT staff in the loop with any changes. Doug committed to forwarding updated language to PUCT. Also, ERCOT does have a timing concern due to the January 2026 requirement in the Rule and would need to advance language to the December Board of Directors meeting.
Katie Rich (Vistra) – Preference is to keep at PLWG one more month for comments and then would request urgent status at November ROS.
Action Taken: Tabled PGRR131 until next PLWG.
	ERCOT

	10.
	Tabled Items
	

	
	The following items were not taken up for discussion.
· PGRR 122 – Reliability Performance Criteria for Loss of Load
	
ERCOT

	
	· PGRR 124 – ESR Maintenance Exception to Modifications

	Tesla/Eric Goff

	
	· NPRR 1286 – Establish Multi-Value Criteria for Resiliency-Related Transmission Project Evaluation
· TIEC comments

Note that NPRR 1286 was forwarded to ROS last month but moved back to PLWG so that TIEC could address comments in this forum.
	ERCOT
John Hubbard

	11.
	Other Business
None discussed.
	

	14. 
	Adjourn
Meeting adjourned at 1:55 pm. The next PLWG meeting will be October 28.
	Chair 
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