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	Comments


[bookmark: _Hlk221690460]ERCOT submits these comments regarding Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 1310 and respectfully requests that interested stakeholders submit any responsive comments in sufficient time prior to the Technical Advisory Committee’s (TAC) March 9, 2026, Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service (DRRS) Workshop No. 3 so that such feedback may be discussed at that workshop.  The ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) and ultimately the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) will decide substantial policy questions such as whether Energy Storage Resources (ESRs) can participate in DRRS and, if ESRs can participate, then the appropriate design to ensure that signals are being provided for new investments in batteries (including technologies that require long duration).  Comments submitted to date have focused on the legal and policy justifications for or against ESR participation in DRRS—a threshold issue.  Comments in response to the questions below will provide a written record to inform policymakers’ decisions on the additional design questions if ESRs were to participate in DRRS.
1. Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA) § 39.159(d)(2)(A) states that the criteria for resource participation [in DRRS] must require a resource to: “be capable of running for at least four hours at the resource’s high sustained limit.”  If ESRs were to participate in DRRS, how should that statutory reference to High Sustained Limit (HSL) be interpreted for ESRs’ participation in DRRS?  Please also describe the pros and cons to the ERCOT System of your interpretation compared to the pros and cons if an opposing interpretation were adopted.
2. If the reference to HSL in PURA § 39.159(d)(2)(A) were interpreted to mean an ESR’s nameplate HSL (e.g., that a 100 megawatt (MW) / 100 megawatt hour (MWh) ESR is not permitted under that interpretation to adjust its HSL down such that a one-hour ESR can operate as a four-hour ESR), would DRRS participation likely provide sufficient incentive for ESR developers to build longer, four-hour-plus duration ESRs in the ERCOT Region (e.g., a 100 MW / 400 MWh ESR)?  If your response depends on what the value of the DRRS Ancillary Service Demand Curve (ASDC) is, please describe what value would be appropriate to help to provide such incentives.
3. PURA § 39.159(d)(2)(B) states another criterion for participation in DRRS requiring a resource to “be online and dispatchable not more than two hours after being called on for deployment.”  Should subsections (d)(2)(A) and (B) be read together such that a Resource is only qualified to provide DRRS at the amount of MW that it can ramp to within two hours and then sustain for at least four hours?
4. PURA § 39.159(e) states that ERCOT “may require a resource to be capable of running for more than four hours as [ERCOT] determines is needed.”  Should DRRS’s duration requirement be extended beyond four hours, for instance to eight hours, twelve hours, or even longer?  Please explain the operational or reliability-related reasons that the DRRS duration should or should not be extended as well as the likely financial impacts of such a longer duration requirement on the current ESR fleet and how that longer duration requirement would impact incentives for future investments in the ESR fleet.
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