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Hello,
Please find attached Google's feedback to the 2/3 large load workshop.
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Google

Electric Reliability Council of Texas
8000 Metropolicy Drive (Building E)
Austin Texas 78744

Re: Proposed Batch Study Interconnection Process

Google appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on ERCOT’s proposed large
load process. We appreciate the thoughtfulness of the discussion engaged by ERCOT
and stakeholders at the February 3 workshop. We understand that ERCOT'’s
perspective is that the proposal is a “pencil sketch” with many of the details subject to
change based on stakeholder feedback. We look forward to continued participation as
we transition from pencil to paper over to pen and finalize many of the details and
concerns. Google’s suggestions are as follows

e Google Strongly Supports a Stakeholder Process for Batch 0 and Batch
Process Reforms: Google strongly supports the use of a stakeholder process
with formal commenting and process layout for both Batch 0 and the broader
Batch Process as a first step. While we understand ERCOT’s concerns regarding
timeline, we do not believe this process has to take longer than three months for
Batch 0. The value of the stakeholder process cannot be overstated.
Stakeholders’ insights on the commercial and technical aspects of the Batch 0
process will make it more effective and efficient. ERCOT is determining the
interconnection of over 35 gigawatts of near-term and mid-term load, reflecting
hundreds of billions of capital investment. It would be to the benefit of everyone
involved to fully leverage the stakeholder process.

e Google Requests ERCOT Present Additional Timing Options: ERCOT’s
presentation was thoughtful and perhaps represents the only way in which
interconnections can be studied and approved within the proposed six-month
window. However, while speed is important, there is even greater value in
certainty and a consistent, predictable process. The goal should not be only to
do things faster than the existing year-long restudy process but rather to do
things within a clearly understood timeline. Stakeholders' frustrations with the
current process stem from the lack of interconnection certainty with serialized
restudies and the languishing of RPG projects. Pursuing a good cause





exemption and circumventing the stakeholder process invites consequences.

The Batch Process Should Recommend RPG Projects: Based on our current
experiences, Google is skeptical that ERCOT will be able to guarantee the
interconnection dates identified in the batch process. Seventeen gigawatts of
load have been awaiting upgrades for over a year contingent on RPG approval.
ERCOT’s approach does not resolve this disconnect. The batch study projects
should be a component of the broader RTP. Today the RTP solely informs RPG
projects, a top to bottom approach. Because of the significant analysis required
as part of system wide batching, or even regional batching, it makes sense to
reverse the process direction and have projects identified as part of the batch
process inform the RTP.

Google agrees ERCOT’s batch process improves system-wide visibility, but
because it operates upstream of and outside the RPG framework — and
increasingly identifies constraints that span multiple TSP territories — it can
introduce additional uncertainty at the end of the study process. Under the legacy
framework, Load Commissioning Plans at least required TSPs to identify
candidate transmission upgrades they intended to advance. In contrast, batch
study results may identify binding constraints without a corresponding
commitment, sequencing plan, or defined RPG pathway, making interconnection
timelines less predictable rather than more certain.

Significant Administrative Requirements Remain Unaddressed: The batch
process is a significant departure from the current, diffuse process solely
managed by TSPs. The conversion to any centralized process will require new
tools and a significant overhaul in ERCOT’s administration of the large load
process. Google would like to understand how ERCOT will meet this significant
challenge within existing resources.

ILLE Relationship with ERCOT: In general Google is in favor of the information
flow 2 path (Slide 32) in that we support the ability for ILLE’s to directly connect
with ERCOT and have a clear understanding of their obligations versus TDSP
obligations. However, Google recommends a third way which, under a
centralized information system the TSP may request the LLI number in
conjunction with the ILLE. Regardless of the exact approach, Google
emphasizes that this is a three party relationship with the ILLE, the TSP, and
ERCOT for which the roles and responsibilities should be clearly defined and
with transparent communication.





e Google Disagrees with the Exclusion of Intermittent Co-Location and
Battery Storage: Google believes that the colocation should be resource
agnostic provided it can cover its load obligations. As such, Google opposes
ERCOT’s exclusion of intermittent resource co-location and recommends
ERCOT take a technology agnostic approach. ILLE’s may be able to operate
complex, multi-resource co-location configurations (renewable, thermal, storage,
demand response, etc..) that are able to manage 100% of a large load's resource
obligations. Such configurations actually will have greater resiliency to G-1
curtailments because they do not depend on one generator to manage the
entirety of its load.

e Batch 0A and 0B Timelines need Clarity: Clarification is needed regarding the
timelines presented on Slide 13. Communicating study results on July 31—after
the July 15 deadline for the next study—creates a procedural barrier, preventing
unsuccessful projects from participating in the next cycle and effectively resulting
in a full year's delay.

Activity

Case Conditioning January 1 — April 1 July 1 — October 1
Deadline for LLI ljequest to meet January 15 July 15
entry requirements
Study and Load Allocation April 1 —July 15 October 1 — January 15
Communicate Results July 31 January 31
Deadline for ILLE to meet 58481
interconnection agreement August 31 February 28

requirements for load allocation to
be firm in the next Batch






