 Planning Working Group (PLWG) Meeting Minutes
October 28, 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 (September 25th)
Note materials are posted to the September 25 meeting page. Meeting materials reviewed. No feedback received.
	Chair

	4.
	PGRR 127 – Addition of Proposed Generation to the Planning Models
	ERCOT

	
	Oncor Comments (posted 10/15)
Martha Henson – Oncor overall supports the revision request and offers redlines to suggest several clarifications.
	Martha Henson

	
	ERCOT Comments (posted 10/21)
Ping Yan (ERCOT) – ERCOT comments are built on top of the Oncor redlines. ERCOT agrees with the Oncor comments and clarifications. This set of comments also incorporates changes from discussions held with LCRA, specifically regarding the sub-categories in (5)(c). Still in discussions with LCRA.
Raja Kakarla (CenterPoint Energy) – Some TSPs sign the SGIA prior to completing FIS – such as (c)(i). How will ERCOT handle these scenarios?
ERCOT does plan to include projects with a signed SGIA first regardless of FIS status.
	Ping Yan

	
	LCRA Comments – draft comments
Blake Holt (LCRA) – Presented a discussion draft (attached to the meeting page) that is built on top of the Oncor/ERCOT comments. 
Andrew Hamann (LCRA) spoke to the redline edits. LCRA proposed adding new paragraph (7) to 6.2. LCRA’s key concern is that the modeling philosophy could change from one year to the next, and there could be disagreement in terms of how RTP models the generators. For example, 100 generators in a bucket but ERCOT only needs 10 of those generators to satisfy the case, then wants to ensure that the generators are spread across the system to avoid biasing the case.
Kristin Cook (Southern Power) – What “dispatch characteristics” in addition to geographic representation?
LCRA – The Resource type will be used (e.g. solar, wind, dispatchable, etc.)
Raja Kakarla (CenterPoint) – How detailed is the geographic distinction?
Andrew Hamann (LCRA) - Want to keep it at weather zone level (rather than bus).
Ping Yan (ERCOT) – Need to balance whether it’s practical against the certainty gained – e.g. will never get to the point where stakeholders can anticipate which individual generators will be added but will have insight into types of generators that are added to solve the case.
Discussion of how cases are built in SSWG. Ping advised that further questions could be addressed to Eric Meyer about the SSWG concern.
Harsh Naik (Oncor) – Does “dispatch characteristics” simply mean dispatchable versus non-dispatchable? Or will there be more buckets?
Ping Yan (ERCOT) – There may be more aspects. Wanted to see wind vs solar based on capacity factor contribution rather than installed capacity.
Kevin Hanson (Invenergy) – How are we currently handling large loads? SAWG had 95% curtailment.
Ping – In the planning studies, ERCOT assumes all load is firm but not curtailed. For economic analysis, the cases do model price response.
When Chair queried the room, no concerns were raised by PLWG stakeholders. General agreement to move forward with LCRA’s proposed language.
	Blake Holt / Trevor Safko

	
	Action Taken: Tabled for one more month to allow LCRA to formally file their comments so that PLWG can review and forward to ROS.
	

	5.
	PGRR 128 - Regional Transmission Plan Review of Grid Enhancing Technologies
	ERCOT

	
	Joint Commenter comments (AEP, CenterPoint) (10/15)
Jim Lee (CenterPoint) spoke on behalf of the Joint Commenters. Three key points: (1) GETs are specialized assets and not applicable to every use-case; (2) Many TSPs already consider these technologies and utilize as appropriate and where they make cost-effective sense; (3) The RPG stakeholder process is the ideal venue to review GETs for specific projects.
Joint commenters recommend withdrawal of the comments.
	Jim Lee

	
	Google comments (10/23)
Chris Matos (Google) – Believes there are opportunities to improve integration of GETS assessments. One frustration with the recommendation to use the RPG process is that it would not yield consistency in application of the GETs. Google believes there is some education gap. If the PGRR is withdrawn, Google would like to have conversations with TSPs and ERCOT to discuss how to better integrate review of GETs in the process.
Martha Henson (Oncor) – Oncor is happy to work with the sponsor, TEBA, or any other stakeholder to discuss. Is the sponsor planning to file additional comments?
Julia Selker (WATT coalition) – Their group plans to file additional comments.
Action Taken: Tabled awaiting further comments and encourage TEBA to consider offline conversation with TSPs.
	Chris Matos

	6.
	PGRR 130 – Related to NPRR1295, GTC Exit Solutions
Note that the Sponsors’ presentation is posted to meeting materials.
Alex Miller (EDF power solutions) introduced the presentation. Sponsors filed language to as a starting point for discussion. EDF and Pattern Energy have withdrawn NPRR 1070 as NPRR1295 replaces the unresolved items contained therein. Alex Miller and Kevin Hanson (Invenergy) discussed GTC proliferation, data, and relevant rules as part of their presentation.
Ping Yan (ERCOT) – Analyzing the impact to GTC for every Transmission Project is not something ERCOT can support. A large portion of projects do not have any impact, but this would take resources to perform the evaluation.
Constance McD Wyman (ETT) – Would like more visibility; for example, how will the implementation of the 765 STEP project positively impact any GTCs. Also asked sponsors to explain the rationale behind stipulating 5 GTCs in the language proposal.
Alex – Historically, multiple projects were presented that had an impact on GTC but it was difficult for stakeholders to tease out. Agree that the 765 project will have a significant impact but there is currently no requirement to evaluate and disclose the impact.
Prabhu Gnanam (ERCOT) – The existing process is that stakeholders come up with exit solutions to GTCs and then it becomes an economic project. Economic analysis performed as part of normal RTP process and then bring forward projects that meet criteria.
Matt Arth (ERCOT) – Appreciates this discussion. Elimination of RTC could definitely fall under the PUC language the sponsors point out. However, it’s challenging to quantify. The $20M delta language as proposed might not fly, but if there is a way to quantify the benefits, then that rule language would be one way to pursue this objective.
Alex Miller (EDF) – The specific numbers of 5 GTCs and $20 million are only placeholders. When reviewing history, it seemed that GTCs became a struggle for the system once surpassed 5 GTCs and increased the operational complexity. How to adequately quantify those values is the big challenge in this language.
Kevin Hanson (Invenergy) presented a proposal to add paragraphs (9) and (10) that would require ERCOT to perform additional benchmarking analysis.
Ping Yan (ERCOT) – The ERCOT benchmark process is not a small undertaking. Currently not comfortable adding anything to the Planning Guide or Protocols that require ERCOT to perform an additional benchmark. Unsure what value would be gained from the analysis.
Kevin Hanson – Would appreciate a baseline analysis showing congestion cost system wide. Is there a way for ERCOT to leverage LCG (modeling consultant) to provide benchmarking?
Alex Miller (EDF) – Agrees that benchmarking can be a major challenge. It doesn’t need to be perfect, but would like an idea of how close we are.
	Alex Miller, Kevin Hanson, Kat Patrick

	
	Action Taken: Tabled to next PLWG meeting.
	

	7.
	PGRR 131 – Requirements for Interconnection Cost Reporting for Transmission-Connected Generators
Martha Henson (Oncor) presented Oncor comments (10/17). Presented these comments conceptually last month, and this language memorializes that discussion.
Erin Rasmussen (AEP) – Support Oncor’s comments.
Chair asked if PLWG stakeholders reached consensus. No objections.
Action Taken: Will forward PGRR131 to ROS as reflected in Oncor 10/17 comments.
	Martha Henson

	8.
	NPRR 1286 – Establish Multi-Value Criteria for Resiliency-Related Transmission Project Evaluation
Initially moved to ROS but returned due to TIEC’s comments. Prabhu Gnanam stated that ERCOT would be okay with tabling for another month.
John Russ Hubbard (TIEC) presented concerns.
Ping Yan (ERCOT) noted that ERCOT is open to the development of any alternative technology that will quantify the resiliency criteria. ERCOT did not proceed with the concept TIEC presented because of complications ran into.
Action taken: Tabled NPRR1286 to allow more time for discussions to resolve concerns.
	John Hubbard

	9.
	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

	
	· PGRR126 – Related to NPRR1284, Guaranteed Reliability Load Process
	Clayton Greer

	10.
	Other Business
None discussed.
	

	11. 
	Adjourn
Meeting adjourned at 3:20 pm. The next PLWG meeting will be November 18, possibly will move to November 11 along with RPG. Will communicate decision by end of this week.
	Chair 
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