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	Comments


I. INTRODUCTION
Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) appreciates the opportunity to comment on Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 1310 and the proposed Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service “Plus” (“DRRS+”) construct. EDF is a non-profit environmental organization dedicated to solving some of the world’s most pressing environmental challenges through practical, science-based solutions. EDF is focused on helping Texas’ competitive energy market thrive as significant new capacity is being added that is transforming the grid amid unprecedented electric load growth, as well as increasing challenges to grid resilience and reliability. For these reasons and those discussed below, EDF recommends that NPRR1310 be suspended, or alternatively, that it not be adopted as proposed. EDF also provides responses to ERCOT’s comments filed on February 27 below.
First, EDF recommends that NPRR1310 be suspended, as ERCOT does not need both NPRR1309, Board Priority - Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service Ancillary Service—which establishes the Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service (DRRS) as an Ancillary Service—and NPRR1310 to address reliability concerns associated with dispatchable resources. NPRR1309, standing alone, provides a sufficient and workable framework to meet the identified reliability needs. Moreover, ERCOT has ample factual foundation to include energy storage within the existing DRRS framework, including under NPRR1309.  As explained in EDF’s comments being filed contemporaneously in NPRR1309, this change is necessary to ensure alignment with the technology‑neutral requirements of PURA § 39.159, which defines eligibility based on performance capabilities (such as a four‑hour duration and a two‑hour ramp) rather than resource type or fuel source.
Additionally, the Aurora Energy Research Study (“Study”) is not sufficiently linked to the NPRR1310 proposal, leaving key design elements, including the sloped demand curve and the Release Factor, without adequate analytical justification. EDF shares concerns raised by Advanced Power Alliance and American Clean Power (“APA” and “ACP,” respectively), the Independent Market Monitor (IMM), Texas Industrial Energy Consumers (TIEC), Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA), Texas Solar + Storage Association (TSSA), and Sierra Club that the Study does not support the reforms proposed in NPRR1310. Moreover, advancing this proposal in isolation from the study creates a fundamental due process‑ issue, as stakeholders are being asked to evaluate a significant market reform without the benefit of a transparent, supporting foundation.[footnoteRef:1] EDF further shares commenters’ concern that ERCOT staff has explicitly acknowledged that NPRR1310 was developed independently of the Study and was not intended to align with its assumptions, further underscoring the lack of justification for core design features.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  TSSA Comments at 5.]  [2:  See ERCOT Workshop transcript included in TSSA Comments at 5-6: “. . . So, welcome the comments, certainly, but we just wanted to reiterate that the point is not to try to get NPRR1310 to match Aurora. This is what we are proceeding with independently.”] 

Accordingly, ERCOT should instead explicitly include energy storage within the existing DRRS framework under NPRR1309 and suspend further consideration of NPRR1310. 
In the alternative, if ERCOT continues to pursue NPRR1310, the proposal should not be adopted as drafted and must be substantially revised to rest on a clear, transparent, and data-driven analytical foundation. At a minimum, the following deficiencies should be addressed:
· Complete other processes like the reliability standards assessment and interconnection assessment, and have those analytical outcomes determine whether DRRS+, or some other product, is needed to remedy reliability deficiencies (as discussed further in II.B herein). 
· Revise the modeling to:
· Match the revenue mechanism to the one included in the NPRR Proposal for a more faithful representation of the envisioned service;
· Evaluate impacts over 10 or more weather years, rather than a select few extreme weather years, for a more robust analysis; and
· Account for supply chain constraints that could delay timely delivery of gas turbines and impact reliability. 
II. DISCUSSION
A. NPRR1310 is Premature
From a process perspective, advancing NPRR1310 before ERCOT has completed its first reliability standard assessment is premature, and constitutes a procedural failure that risks predetermining the outcome of the state’s ongoing reliability review. As TIEC notes in its comments, NPRR1310 “front-runs” the process established in 16 TAC § 25.508, which requires the PUCT to first review a completed reliability assessment and determine if a resource adequacy gap exists before deciding whether a market design change is necessary.[footnoteRef:3] Moreover, the statute requires that ERCOT “provide the commission with a menu of proposed recommended market design changes” to address deficiencies.[footnoteRef:4]  Thus, moving this effort forward as proposed effectively prejudges the need for a major market overhaul and assumes that a capacity-payment construct is the best solution before a specific problem has even been identified.  [3:  TIEC Comments at 1.]  [4:  16 TAC § 25.508, Sec. 3(C)(i).] 

Once the NPRR1309 is completed and implemented, additional tools can be proposed if a demonstrated reliability need is identified. EDF agrees with TIEC that NPRR1309 “. . . is a non-controversial, operationally grounded implementation of DRRS that meets statutory requirements and still allows for future optionality as directed by the Commission. . .[and] could easily be supplemented with any incremental features of NPRR1310 future, at the Commission’s direction.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  TIEC Comments at 2.] 

While large load growth will increase demand, and other factors including weather conditions and forced generator outages will vary, it is notable that significant new capacity additions (11-14GW/yr from 2021-2024)[footnoteRef:6] have led to an increase in average monthly reserves (with a higher operating reserve in 2024 at the peak net demand hour for each year, compared to the 2017-2023 period).[footnoteRef:7]  In light of changing conditions, further reliability assessments[footnoteRef:8] should first be conducted to assess if there is still a need for DRRS+.  Furthermore, new large load interconnection rules (e.g., Project No. 58481) and new ERCOT rules for the batch study process, as well as other SB6 rulemaking will have a bearing on large load forecasts and system-reliability needs. [6:  NPRR1310 February 25, 2026 Aurora Energy Research Study Webinar, at slide 26.]  [7:  Id. at slide 27.]  [8:   Triennial reliability review in 2026 and 2029; PUCT reliability standard rule 16 TAC § 25.508] 

B. The Modeling Used to Support DRRS+ is Flawed  
Several commentors have pointed out the revenue mechanism in Aurora’s DRRS+ modeling based on net-CONE is entirely different to that proposed in NPRR1310 (essentially a flat payment across hours of the year). In particular, Aurora’s revenue budget is based on a revenue budget using net CONE from the previous year, akin to a capacity market with hourly distribution to focus revenues on the hours of highest scarcity during the year. In contrast, ERCOT’s revenue proposal is based on a flat payment of $10/Mw-hr to all generators for all hours of the year, regardless of scarcity conditions.  
This proposal creates skewed incentives during times of normal operating reserves.  It is also not in line with statute, which clearly implies the need for seasonal and hourly revenue mechanisms based on scarcity, and following reliability assessments. PURA § 39.159(d)-(e)(1) directs ERCOT to “determine the quantity of services necessary based on historical variations in generation availability for each season based on a targeted reliability standard or goal….” [emphasis added]. Therefore, a revised DRRS demand curve should appropriately put higher value on hours of high scarcity leading to system risks, rather than uniform payments across hours of the year.
Furthermore, the “Release Factor” concept is problematic. The Release Factor allows DRRS-awarded capacity to overlap with energy and other ancillary service awards, while keeping the remainder as an operating reserve. The Release Factor effectively functions as a capacity payment, distorting market outcomes and reliability signals, and it is unclear what the cost and resource adequacy implications of this proposal would be. Moreover, this proposal is inconsistent with the statute, which intended DRRS to support reliability and reduce the need for Reliability Unit Commitment. Paying units regardless of operational need contradicts this purpose. The Release Factor should therefore be removed or, at the very least, have its inclusion be considered only after the reliability assessment has been completed and shows that additional resource adequacy tools are needed. 
Should ERCOT decide to move forward with NPRR1310 and revise DRRS+, several revisions and improvements to Aurora’s modeling of the services should be considered for any future proposals:
· The revenue mechanism used in modeling should be identical to the NPRR demand-curve proposal, and the analysis presented should demonstrate both net revenue and resource adequacy outcomes.
· Modeling of the proposal should include Energy Storage Resources (“ESRs”), which operate within the 4-hour duration threshold that Aurora tested as an eligibility boundary, and evaluate their cost and reliability benefits.
· Modeling of the proposal should include 10 or more weather years to capture longer-term effects, rather than just focusing on a few select extreme weather years. This would provide a more realistic net cost estimate, instead of basing the modeling on a few years with no probabilistic weightings to simulate different weather conditions.
· Modeling should include scenarios with supply chain constraints.  Aurora’s analysis projects 5.2-7.9GW of new dispatchable capacity by 2030 without imposing supply chain constraints.  Aurora acknowledges this risk, but still builds its reliability and cost analysis on top of this assumption.  If gas turbine lead times and interconnection queue delays prevent timely delivery, as we have seen in some projects proposed through the Texas Energy Fund, the reliability benefits will not materialize on the timeline presented.
III. EDF RESPONSES TO ERCOT DIRECT QUESTIONS ISSUED FEBRUARY 27, 2026
1.  Question: 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.
EDF Response: EDF interprets the statutory reference to “High Sustained Limit” (“HSL”) for Energy Storage Resources (“ESRs”) as the highest output level at which an ESR can operate continuously for at least four hours while complying with all other DRRS participation requirements. Under this interpretation, an ESR’s HSL would be defined by its configured and qualified operating capability for DRRS, rather than by its nameplate capacity. This interpretation is consistent with the purpose of DRRS and avoids excluding otherwise capable resources based solely on nameplate characteristics that may exceed their configured DRRS output. 
2. Question: 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.
EDF Response: Interpreting HSL to mean an ESR’s nameplate capacity would be both counterproductive and inconsistent with the operational intent of DRRS. Such an interpretation would exclude resources not because they are incapable of meeting DRRS requirements, but because they are more capable than required. The fact that an ESR can fully discharge in less than four hours does not mean it must do so, nor does it preclude the resource from being configured to provide sustained output over a four-hour period.
3. Question: 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?
EDF Response: Yes. Subsections (d)(2)(A) and (d)(2)(B) should be read together such that a resource qualifies to provide DRRS only at the MW level it can ramp to within two hours and sustain for at least four hours. This interpretation appropriately focuses on demonstrated operational capability and provides consistent treatment across resource types, including ESRs and thermal generators.
4. Question: 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.
EDF Response: EDF takes no position on this question here.


IV. CONCLUSION
EDF appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments. For the reasons discussed above, EDF urges the Commission to suspend NPRR1310 and proceed with implementation of NPRR1309. In the alternative, EDF urges that NPRR1310 not be adopted and that the Study be refined and more closely integrated with any future proposal. 
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