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Dear ERCOT staff,

Thank you again for the effort that ERCOT staff have undertaken to conduct stakeholder
interviews and to develop a new batch study framework. Please see Satoshi Energy's
comments on the Feb 3rd proposal attached below, with an executive summary of our
recommendations on the first page.

Please let us know if you have any questions.
Best,

Angela

Angela H. Chen
Development Associate

angela@satoshienergy.com
(413) 449-8380
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Satoshi Energy Feedback on Proposed Large Load Batch Study Process Following Feb 3rd
Workshop

Executive Summary

e Satoshi Energy appreciates the serious effort ERCOT staff have undertaken to conduct
stakeholder interviews and to develop a conceptual redesign of the Large Load
Interconnection (LLI) process.

e Satoshi Energy recommends that ERCOT prioritize a transition path through the normal
stakeholder NPRR/PGRR process rather than relying on a Good Cause Exception.
ERCOT should seriously consider a transitional mechanism consistent with NPRR 1321,
which leverages the existing RPG process with defined timelines and substantiated-load
inclusion criteria.

e ERCOT should add an explicit eligibility pathway for projects with ERCOT-approved
load studies with no transmission upgrades as firm in Batch Zero A because they present
minimal ratepayer risk and should not be delayed into future batches.

e ERCOT should align Batch Zero eligibility cutoffs to the start of case conditioning (or
provide a 45-day grace period for administrative completeness). Satoshi Energy
recommends moving away from fixed cutoff dates (e.g., 1/28/26 and 12/15/25) that can
exclude in-flight projects based on administrative timing rather than actual readiness.
Developers work to prioritize a multitude of project workstreams and there are mature
projects that could have met these dates had the developer been aware of the deadline.

e Satoshi Energy suggests that the final rule avoid “approved by X date” criteria that
penalize developers and TSPs for ERCOT processing lag. Instead, ERCOT should use
“submitted” milestones where feasible, or establish a documented mechanism to
recognize substantively complete submissions that are pending ERCOT action.

e ERCOT should ensure that evolving interpretations of interconnection agreement
requirements by ERCOT are not used to retroactively delay otherwise-ready projects
during Batch Zero. Projects that are colocated with existing generation and located in
NOIE territories have faced evolving requirements that extend beyond what ERCOT
protocols require and created delays. This is why eligibility should not be determined by
shifting administrative expectations (e.g., additional agreement components beyond what
stakeholders understood to be required under existing guidance). Instead, ERCOT should
provide a 45 day grace period for TSPs and customers to finalize workstreams for
projects that would otherwise qualify for Batch Zero A or B.

e We recommend ERCOT should not hinge Batch Zero B inclusion on draft PUCT 58481
intermediate agreement requirements, particularly as 58481 is still in draft form.
Recognizing Batch Zero would serve as a transitional period, this approach would allow
for mature loads that have progressed through planning studies and other milestones to
progress. We support a phased financial commitment approach for Batch 1 and beyond.

e ERCOT should explicitly prevent incremental study requirements for colocated / BYOG
projects and should provide a direct path to QSA when upgrades are not needed.

e ERCOT should waive its 120-day portion of the PUCT’s 180-day net metering review for
qualifying projects and should transmit those requests directly to the PUCT for the
Commission’s 60-day review. This approach avoids duplicative review while preserving
oversight.






Satoshi Energy Feedback on Proposed Large Load Batch Study Process Following Feb 3rd

Workshop

Introduction

Satoshi Energy appreciates the extraordinary effort ERCOT staff have undertaken to
conduct stakeholder interviews and to develop a conceptual redesign of the Large Load
Interconnection (LLI) process. The Feb. 3, 2026 workshop framework represents a significant
paradigm shift from serialized, TSP-led studies to an ERCOT-led batch study process. We echo
the objectives set forth by the ERCOT and the PUCT to design a framework that deters
speculative requests while protecting grid reliability and promoting economic development in

Texas.

At the same time, we are concerned that aspects of the proposed implementation—
particularly the transitional “Batch Zero” structure and associated eligibility cutoffs—could
inadvertently undermine Texas’s historically business-friendly, connect-and-manage approach.
ERCOT has been uniquely successful in enabling large volumes of generation and load to
interconnect compared to other RTOs. A transition that retroactively changes eligibility
requirements (including those already studied and deemed not to require transmission upgrades)
puts many shovel-ready, well-financed projects at risk. Our comments below are intended to
improve fairness, preserve reliability, and avoid unnecessary delay while ERCOT finalizes the

batch study revision requests.

Batch Zero

As a Good Cause Exception is being contemplated to implement Batch Zero, Satoshi





Energy strongly urges ERCOT to consider an approach through the stakeholders NPRR/PGRR
process. Many parties at the workshop expressed concern about the “good cause” approach and
the pace of implementation relative to stakeholder input. We share the view that the stakeholder
process matters here, particularly given the scale of the backlog and the material investment
decisions affected. In that context, we support the direction of NPRR 1321 submitted by
Lancium, Vistra, and Skybox Datacenters as an alternative transitional mechanism that leverages
an existing, stakeholder-vetted process (RPG) with defined timelines and inclusion criteria, and
that can be implemented through normal Protocol revision pathways without relying on
extraordinary process exceptions. NPRR 1321°s emphasis on substantiated load criteria (e.g., site
control, TSP-confirmed load, and commercially-binding commitments) is consistent with the
broad agreement from the workshop that speculative requests must be screened out, while

preserving a workable path for mature projects to proceed.

If ERCOT must invoke a Good Cause Exception for the transition period, Batch Zero A
should include an additional eligibility category for loads with completed ERCOT-approved
studies showing no transmission upgrades. The current eligibility construct for Zero A risks
excluding a category of projects that present minimal risk to ratepayers and minimal
transmission planning uncertainty. For these loads, the reliability question ERCOT is attempting
to answer through Batch Zero has effectively already been answered, and forcing them into
future batch cycles creates delay without commensurate benefit. This point aligns with
stakeholder concerns expressed during the workshop that “approved” status for steady state

studies and chronology-based cutoffs may not reflect actual readiness.

Batch Zero cutoffs should be aligned to case conditioning rather than fixed dates that

appear arbitrary. The workshop materials identify January 28, 2026 as a key cutoff for inclusion





in both Batch Zero A (approved steady-state) and Batch Zero B (steady-state or stability
submitted), with other cutoffs tied to December 15, 2025 interim LLI milestones. Multiple
stakeholders raised concerns that these dates are not aligned with when the studies will actually
begin (case conditioning) and may not reflect the substantial number of mature, in-flight projects
being processed by TSPs. ERCOT’s own disclaimer emphasizes that PGRR115 remains in effect
and that the timing of transition to batch studies is to be determined. Given that context, we
recommend that ERCOT and stakeholders work with the Commission to align Batch Zero A and
Batch Zero B eligibility cutoffs to the beginning of case conditioning for each sub-batch, or
provide a targeted grace period for administrative completeness. This approach would reduce the
risk of excluding viable, mature requests based on timing mechanics rather than readiness, while
still allowing ERCOT to control study scope. If ERCOT must enforce a strict cutoff date, Satoshi
Energy strongly urges the staff to include a 45-day grace period for TSPs and customers to take
administrative steps for loads that would otherwise qualify for Zero A and B through finalizing
ongoing agreements, submit load studies that were complete but not yet submitted to ERCOT, or

other project workstreams.

ERCOT should avoid “approved vs. submitted” outcomes that penalize projects due to
ERCOT processing lag. The framework includes eligibility criteria that depend on “approved”
study status by a date. A number of stakeholders—including Oncor and other TSPs—have
highlighted that timing differences between (i) when a request is ready and submitted and (ii)
when ERCOT processing results in “approval” can be substantial and inconsistent. A strict
“approved by X date” test can therefore punish developers and TSPs for process bottlenecks
outside their control. ERCOT should consider using steady-state “submitted” criteria where

feasible, or at minimum add a documented mechanism for recognizing requests that are





substantively complete and pending ERCOT action.

Evolving agreement expectations should not be used to retroactively delay otherwise
ready projects. As Husch Blackwell and others pointed out at the workshop, many loads
colocated with an existing generator, especially in coop territory, having been working for
months to execute an interconnection agreement per PGRR115 section 9.5.2 but ERCOT
continues to change the goalpost, adding a retail agreement requirement to an officer letter that
has caused confusion among TSPs and coops. For one of our projects that was submitted 4 years
ago, all load studies have been completed with zero transmission upgrades identified and has an
offtaker ready to start construction ASAP. The one hold-up has been the officer letter
negotiation, ongoing for months due to lack of clarity on how to comply with PGRR 115. This
creates a situation where the project can be deemed ineligible for Batch Zero A (firm) on paper,
even though the underlying project maturity, TSP readiness, and financial commitments are
already established. For another one of our colocated projects that has been under development
for four years and is positioned to energize on an aggressive timeline, execution of the
interconnection agreement occurred shortly after an interim cutoff date due to ordinary
negotiation and administrative timing, not due to any lack of readiness by the customer or TSP.
These kinds of outcomes are precisely what the batch redesign is intended to avoid—uncertainty
and delay caused by process mechanics rather than reliability need. ERCOT should ensure that
Batch Zero eligibility does not penalize projects based on shifting administrative interpretations
of agreement requirements, and should align cutoffs to case conditioning (or allow a grace

period) so that mature, in-flight projects are not pushed into materially later batches.

Batch Zero B should not hinge on draft 58481 intermediate agreement requirements in a

way that retroactively delays low-risk projects. ERCOT notes that Batch Zero B is contingent on





the PUCT 58481 rulemaking and that inclusion depends on meeting intermediate/interconnection
agreement requirements. Stakeholders at the workshop also raised concerns about advancing
financial commitment timing and about intermediate agreement requirements being moved
earlier in the process. We recommend that ERCOT avoid imposing new intermediate agreement
requirements—especially where 58481 remains in draft form—in a way that delays projects that
have already progressed through planning studies and do not require transmission upgrades.
Where financial commitment is appropriate for queue discipline In Batch 1 and beyond, it should
be phased and tied to increasing certainty, rather than used as a retroactive eligibility barrier

during the transition period.

Net Metering / BYOG Framework

ERCOT’s colocation framework is a useful starting point, and we agree with the principle
that colocated generation is essential to reducing transmission buildout and accelerate timelines
to energize an unprecedented quantity of load. However, as presented, the framework risks
creating incremental study steps and delays for co-located and net metered projects that often
require no transmission upgrades and therefore do not drive transmission build decisions in the
RPG process. This concern was echoed in the workshop Q&A, including discussion that projects
with no upgrades should proceed to QSA, and stakeholder questions about how the 120-day net

metering assessment would fit into the batch timeline.

First, we recommend that ERCOT should explicitly commit that no additional studies
will be required solely due to colocated generation or net metering status. Where existing
required studies indicate no transmission upgrades are needed, ERCOT should provide clarity on

an expedited path that skips RPG-related steps and proceeds to QSA and energization, consistent





with ERCOT staff’s workshop response that no-upgrade outcomes would move forward to QSA.
Second, for projects using the PUCT’s 180-day net metering review framework, ERCOT should
waive its 120-day portion of the review for qualifying projects (particularly where study results
demonstrate no bulk transmission upgrades are needed) and transmit the request directly to the
PUCT for the Commission’s 60-day review. This avoids duplicative review without
compromising oversight and aligns process timing with the Commission’s intended structure.
Finally, ERCOT should ensure that any forthcoming rules for “no grid import” configurations
focus on enforceable operational and modeling requirements (telemetry, controls/interlocks,
compliance and exit conditions) rather than adding additional planning study layers that do not

improve reliability outcomes.

Conclusion

Satoshi Energy supports ERCOT’s objective of moving to a framework that improves
transparency, reduces restudies, and provides predictable timelines, and we view the Feb. 3
proposal as a meaningful step in that direction. The key priority now is ensuring the transition
does not unintentionally disrupt mature, in-flight projects or create delays that are not justified by
reliability needs, particularly given that PGRR115 remains in effect and key SB6/PUCT 58481

implementation details are still evolving.

To strengthen ERCOT’s competitiveness while maintaining reliability, we encourage
ERCOT and the Commission to pursue a transition path that preserves the stakeholder revision
process and avoids reliance on an extraordinary good cause approach where possible—such as
by considering a transitional mechanism consistent with the principles in NPRR 1321—while

also refining Batch Zero to protect low-risk projects by (i) explicitly including projects with





completed ERCOT-approved studies indicating no transmission upgrades are required, (ii)
aligning eligibility cutoffs to the start of case conditioning rather than rigid “approved by date”
tests that can penalize parties for administrative timing, (iii) avoiding retroactive application of
draft 58481 intermediate agreement requirements during Batch Zero in a manner that delays
projects that do not drive upgrades, and (iv) clearly preventing incremental study requirements
for co-located/net metered projects and providing a fast path to QSA and energization where
upgrades are not needed. We appreciate ERCOT’s consideration of these comments and
welcome continued engagement as ERCOT develops the associated NPRRs/PGRRs and

implementation details.






