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Public Comment on ERCOT Large Load Interconnection Batch Study Framework

Submitted to: Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) via LLWG feedback@ercot.com

Re: Stakeholder Feedback on a proposed Large Load Batch Study process framework
Submitted by: Lancium LLC

Date: February 5, 2026

Introduction

Lancium appreciates the opportunity to submit public comments on the materials presented at the
February 3, 2026, workshop regarding the proposed Large Load interconnection batch study framework.
Lancium generally supports the transition to a batch study process and commends ERCOT staff for the
substantial effort undertaken to develop a comprehensive draft proposal for stakeholder consideration.

Given the extraordinary growth in electricity demand currently facing the ERCOT system, it is paramount
that an interconnection framework be in place that enables the reliable, transparent, and efficient build-
out of the bulk electric system in parallel with the approval of large load projects. The following
comments are offered with that objective in mind.

These comments are also consistent with and informed by the batch study process proposal jointly
advanced by Lancium and Google and filed with the Public Utility Commission of Texas under Project No.
58481.

Screening Studies

Lancium emphasizes that the value of any screening study is directly tied to the fidelity and relevance of
the results it produces. In the context of a batch interconnection framework, a screening study is only
meaningful if it reflects the conditions under which a Large Load will ultimately be evaluated.
Accordingly, an effective screening study must itself be performed on a batched basis and include the
other Large Loads with which a project will be studied.

To that end, Lancium recommends that ERCOT perform a batched N-1 screening study as the first formal
step in the overall batch study process. This screening should occur only after the initial cohort of Large
Loads participating in the batch has been finalized and the corresponding study cases have been fully
developed. Conducting the screening study at this stage ensures that results are internally consistent,
avoids false positives or negatives driven by isolated assumptions, and provides stakeholders with a
reliable basis for determining whether projects should advance to subsequent study phases.

Lancium supports the ability of Transmission and Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) to perform
preliminary analyses prior to submission of projects for inclusion in an ERCOT batch. However, such pre-
submission studies should be limited in scope to facilities and feasibility assessments necessary to inform
station design, estimate contributions in aid of construction (CIAC), and identify potential security
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requirements. Expanding pre-submission studies beyond this limited purpose risks duplicative analysis
and inconsistent assumptions relative to ERCOT-administered batch studies.

Finally, Lancium recommends that ERCOT develop and centrally publish a system capacity “heatmap” as
a low-cost, high-value enhancement to the interconnection process. A regularly updated, publicly
available capacity visualization—derived from the most recent planning cases—would provide
prospective Large Load developers with an initial screening tool and materially reduce speculative
interconnection requests. Such a tool would help conserve ERCOT and TDSP resources while improving
overall process efficiency and transparency. Importantly, the production of these maps could be largely
automated and maintained with minimal ongoing administrative burden.

Integration with Transmission Planning

ERCOT has correctly identified the proliferation of re-studies under the serialized Large Load
interconnection process as a primary driver for transitioning to a batch study framework. However, an
equally significant structural issue—one that is not fully addressed in the proposed framework—is the
continued separation of load approval and transmission planning into distinct, sequential silos.

Under ERCOT’s proposed batch study process, this disconnect not only persists but is arguably
exacerbated. By serializing the batch study of Large Loads and the subsequent approval of transmission
upgrades through a separate Regional Planning Group (RPG) process, Large Load Customers are left with
substantial uncertainty regarding the ultimate deliverability of their projects while enabling transmission
upgrades are restudied, reconsidered, and potentially modified through RPG review. The likelihood of
this outcome is exacerbated by the fact that no restudy criteria is considered within the batch study
process to accommodate for scenarios where select loads might drop out mid study or decide not to
proceed upon receiving study results.

This sequencing also creates a practical impossibility: because transmission upgrades identified through
the batch study are not approved through the RPG process in time, they cannot be consistently
incorporated into subsequent batch study base cases. The result is a cascade of inconsistent assumptions
across batches, undermining the usefulness and durability of batch study results and reintroducing many
of the same inefficiencies the batch framework is intended to eliminate.

ERCOT'’s proposal attempts to mitigate this disconnect by suggesting that transmission upgrades
identified through the batch process should prioritize brownfield projects and avoid new rights-of-way.
While well intentioned, this constraint is unlikely to enable an adequate scale of load interconnection,
risks inefficient system planning outcomes, and would create significant operational and logistical
challenges—particularly with respect to outage coordination and execution during real-time operations.

Conversely, the proposal to approve Large Loads straight out of the batch study without explicitly tying
energization and ramp schedules to a coordinated commissioning plan that includes the required
transmission upgrades is fundamentally at odds with system reliability. Where reliability studies
demonstrate that specific transmission upgrades are necessary to support a Large Load, allowing that
load to energize or ramp independently of those upgrades conflicts directly with the underlying
reliability determinations.





Lancium believes this lack of integration between load and transmission approval represents the most
significant structural deficiency in the proposed framework. The central objective of a batch study
process should be to produce an actionable transmission plan that can reliably serve the loads that
demonstrate commitment and substantiation.

That objective can be achieved by treating the batch study as a system-wide transmission planning
exercise—functionally similar to an RPG or Regional Transmission Plan—under which both Large Loads
and their enabling transmission upgrades are evaluated, approved, and endorsed in parallel. Joint
endorsement of load and transmission, rather than sequential approval, would materially reduce
uncertainty, improve planning efficiency, and better align the batch study process with ERCOT’s core
reliability mission.

Eligibility Criteria for Batch Zero

Batch Zero should function as a targeted transition bridge—a one-time mechanism to reconcile Large
Loads that advanced under existing ERCOT/PUCT-endorsed pathways with the new batch study
framework, without stranding projects or creating mismatches between interconnection approvals and
the transmission plans intended to serve them.

Lancium recommends that Batch Zero be limited to highly substantiated Large Loads that have
demonstrated commitment through (i) executed agreements (e.g., an Interconnection Agreement,
Facilities Extension Agreement, or amended SGIA) and (ii) posted financial commitments required under
those agreements (including CIAC and associated security, as applicable). These projects are uniquely
exposed to material financial harm from a rough or abrupt transition because they have acted in good-
faith reliance on existing ERCOT processes and have already made binding contractual and financial
commitments.

Properly scoped, Batch Zero would close two specific transition gaps:

1. Contracted loads already underpinning transmission planning. Some Large Loads have
progressed to the point that they are already being used to justify transmission upgrades
through ERCOT'’s planning processes, yet they lack a clear, durable interconnection approval
pathway as ERCOT moves away from the serialized model.

2. Interim LLIS loads with conditional deliverability. Other Large Loads proceeded through the
Interim LLIS framework and executed agreements contingent on identified transmission
upgrades being implemented. For these projects, the approval of the load and the approval of
the enabling upgrades must be reconciled to preserve reliability and deliverability.

Batch Zero should therefore be designed to pair load eligibility with the transmission plan necessary to
serve it—approving (or affirming) the substantiated loads that are already driving transmission needs,
and ensuring that the enabling upgrades tied to already-approved loads remain actionable and aligned
with the path to energization.





To implement this approach, Lancium recommends Batch Zero eligibility criteria that are consistent with
Senate Bill 6 substantiation principles and aligned with existing Planning Guide section 9 criteria. At a
minimum, eligibility should require:

e Demonstrated site control;

e An executed qualifying agreement (IA, FEA, or amended SGIA, as applicable); and

e Evidence that the Large Load has satisfied required financial commitments (e.g., CIAC and
security postings, as applicable).

This structure keeps Batch Zero narrow, objective, and administrable—focused on projects that have
already crossed clear commitment thresholds—while ensuring the transition to a permanent batch
framework does not introduce avoidable uncertainty, inefficiency, or reliability misalignment.

Controllable Load Resources (CLR)

Lancium supports the concept of incorporating flexibility through the Controllable Load Resource (CLR)
construct as a potential tool to improve grid reliability and, in some circumstances, reduce the timeline
of interconnection. However, integrating CLR-based flexibility into the Large Load approval process is not
a light-touch modification; doing it correctly will require substantive design work, clear performance
requirements, and careful alignment between planning assumptions and real-time operational tools. As
a result, Lancium agrees with ERCOT’s current assessment that the integration of CLRs into the load
approval process requires further consideration before implementation. Stakeholders should also be
candid about the time required to implement such changes and consider whether CLR integration is
more appropriately developed in parallel with the permanent batch study transition rather than
embedded within it as a gating dependency.

Lancium also has concerns that crediting CLR flexibility within interconnection studies could introduce
unintended reliability risk if the study methodologies do not fully reflect the system conditions under
which constraints are binding. In particular, Lancium believes ERCOT should conduct a more thorough
evaluation of off-peak conditions to ensure that an expedited increase in off-peak load does not create
new reliability concerns outside of traditional peak windows. Recent experience with rapidly evolving
reliability constraints—including the Far West Texas IROLs, which are driven by rapid load growth and
may bind during off-peak, non-solar hours—underscores the need for careful consideration beyond the
traditional load interconnection study scope. Moreover, operational mitigation of such constraints
cannot always be achieved solely through redispatch of the CLR itself; in practice, certain reliability limits
may still require manual load shed actions that impact other customers. Any framework that relies on
CLR participation to justify interconnection outcomes should therefore be tested against the full range of
operating conditions and operational mitigation tools, not only peak-driven planning paradigms.

In addition, in Lancium’s experience, large data centers are not currently well aligned with the CLR
construct as it exists today and is envisioned following NPRR 1188. Given this, Lancium is concerned that
a load approval pathway conditioned on future CLR participation could be used to support project
financing based on an ERCOT approval even where CLR implementation later proves infeasible,
unmarketable, or operationally impracticable. This risk has been documented in multiple sets of





stakeholder comments filed on PGRR 134 (Interconnection Studies Reform for Dispatchable Loads),
including comments that explicitly reference project bankability. While such a structure may appear to
shift risk onto the developer, it can also create significant shared counterparty risk for existing ratepayers
if transmission upgrades move forward for loads that ultimately cannot materialize or cannot comply
with CLR requirements.

For these reasons, Lancium recommends that the batch study process allocate only firm deliverability
and avoid conditioning baseline load approval on CLR participation. Instead, ERCOT and stakeholders
should develop a distinct and clearly bounded process for evaluating expedited interconnection concepts
tied to CLR participation only after a project has demonstrated firm commitment and substantiation
through the batch process. This approach allows time for rigorous off-peak and operational reliability
analysis without delaying the foundational batch study process for approving loads.

Importance of Stakeholder Endorsement

Lancium strongly supports implementing both Batch Zero and broader batch process reforms through
ERCOT'’s established stakeholder framework, of which a transparent process outline and formal
opportunity for public comment are key attributes. While Lancium recognizes ERCOT’s focus on timeline,
the value of obtaining stakeholder, Board, and Commission alignment cannot be overstated given the
scale and implications of the decisions at hand. This new batch study framework will shape the
interconnection treatment of more than 35 GW of near- and mid-term Large Load activity—representing
hundreds of billions of dollars of capital investment across generation, transmission, and customer-side
infrastructure. A clear, endorsed process will significantly improve durability of outcomes, reduce the
likelihood of rework and dispute, and increase confidence for all parties relying on the resulting
approvals.

Importantly, a stakeholder-driven pathway need not be slow. With clear scoping and disciplined
milestones, Lancium believes Batch Zero can be developed and endorsed on a reasonable and
predictable timeframe measured in months. Lancium’s participation as a co-sponsor of NPRR 1321
(“Batch Alpha”) reflects this view and demonstrates that a timely and transparent Batch Zero construct
can be implemented within the existing stakeholder process without requiring a good-cause exception
from the Commission.

Respectfully submitted,

Lancium LLC






