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	Comments


Tesla appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on ERCOT’s questions regarding the design of Dispatchable Reliability Service (DRRS) and the participation of Energy Storage Resources (ESRs). Tesla is an Original Equipment manufacturer (OEM) of utility-scale battery energy storage systems and also develops, owns, and operates battery storage assets that participate directly in wholesale electricity markets.
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.
PURA § 39.159(d)(2)(A) requires that a resource be capable of running for at least four hours at the resource’s High Sustained Limit (HSL). For Energy Storage Resources (ESRs), HSL should be interpreted as the operational or sustainable output level – that is, the megawatt level the resource can sustain for four consecutive hours – rather than strictly as its instantaneous nameplate rating.
ESRs are defined by both power capacity (MW) and energy capacity (MWh). Sustainable output is therefore determined by the relationship between these parameters. Because batteries are energy-limited resources, they can be configured within their physical limits to deliver sustained output at a defined megawatt level that aligns with duration requirements. For example, a 100MW / 200 MWh battery (capable of two hours at full output) could be configured to operate at 50MW power output and sustain it for four hours. This does not require physical modification of the asset; rather, it reflects the operational relationship between power and duration that is intrinsic to storage technology. 
Under this interpretation, an ESR would qualify to provide DRRS at the megawatt level it can both ramp to within two hours and sustain for at least four consecutive hours. This approach ensures that all cleared capacity is fully deliverable for statutory duration.
Pros of Interpreting High Sustained Limit (HSL) as operational/sustainable output
Interpreting HSL as the sustained deliverable output level provides several benefits to the ERCOT system:
· Aligns qualification directly with the statutory requirement of four-hour sustained operation.
· Ensures committed DRRS capacity is fully deliverable for the required duration.
· Preserves technology neutrality by allowing resources to qualify based on demonstrated performance capability rather than equipment classification.
· Expands the pool of eligible dispatchable resources without lowering reliability standards.
· Sustainable capability can be validated through telemetry, State of Charge (SOC) monitoring, and established qualification testing procedures.
Considerations of the operational interpretation
Implementing this interpretation would require ERCOT to evaluate sustained output capability rather than relying solely on nameplate ratings. This may require clearly defined qualification protocols to validate duration capability. However, such validation is consistent with existing Ancillary Service qualification and telemetry processes.

Opposing Interpretation: HSL Defined Strictly as Nameplate Capacity
Defining HSL strictly as maximum nameplate power provides administrative simplicity and a uniform benchmark across resource types.
However, this approach may exclude resources capable of delivering sustained four-hour performance at defined output levels below nameplate capacity. From a system perspective, this may narrow the pool of eligible dispatchable supply without necessarily enhancing reliability beyond what the four-hour sustained performance standard already ensures. In addition, reliance solely on nameplate ratings may not fully reflect how certain energy-limited resources are engineered to deliver reliable sustained output.
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.
If the reference to HSL were interpreted to mean that an ESR’s nameplate HSL cannot be adjusted downward, then a 100 MW / 100 MWh ESR would not be permitted to lower its HSL to operate more like a four-hour resource. In that case, it may not be appropriate to begin by asking what DRRS value is “necessary” to incentivize four-hour resources. A more appropriate starting point is the reliability objective DRRS is intended to address. The focus should be on ensuring the required level of reliability is procured at the lowest overall cost rather than defining procurement targets based on the Cost of New Entry (CONE). The DRRS Ancillary Service Demand Curve (ASDC) should therefore be based on the reliability objective and the most cost-effective way to achieve it, recognizing that developers will make investment decisions based on the full mix of revenues available from both energy and Ancillary Services.
Consistent with this framework, whether DRRS participation would provide sufficient incentive to support development of four-hour-plus duration ESRs depends on how revenues from both the energy and Ancillary Service market will evolve over time and cannot be quantified without detailed modeling studies. Storage investment decisions are based on the combined revenue potential from energy and Ancillary Services rather than the value of a single Ancillary Service product in isolation. In addition, the design of the DRRS procurement volumes and demand curve will influence the future supply stack, and consequently, expected revenues in both the energy and Ancillary Service markets. Accordingly, any assessment of whether DRRS participation would influence ESR duration decisions should consider the combined impact of energy and Ancillary Service revenues through comprehensive market studies, rather than evaluating Ancillary Service revenues alone.
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?
Subsection (d)(2)(A) and (d)(2)(B) should be applied together when determining the megawatt quantity eligible to provide DRRS. A resource should qualify at the level of output it can both achieve within two hours and maintain for four consecutive hours. 
Reading these provisions together ensures the DRRS product reflects both timely dispatchability and sustained performance. The statutory framework contemplates a resource that can be called upon within two hours and then maintains reliable output over the defined duration. Evaluating these criteria independently could result in qualification at a megawatt level that satisfies one requirement but not the full performance profile contemplated by the statute.
This approach also supports predictable enforcement. Real-Time telemetry and performance testing can validate both ramp response and sustained delivery, ensuring that resources meeting DRRS obligations can fulfil the full performance profile contemplated by the statute.
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.
ERCOT should base any decision to extend the DRRS duration requirement beyond four hours on clear demonstrated reliability needs. During ERCOT working group discussions related to NPRR1282, Ancillary Service Duration under Real-Time Co-Optimization, ERCOT Staff noted that, in the context of the four-hour operational requirement for Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin), their studies indicate Ancillary Services are typically needed to address uncertainty and reliability risks for durations of up to four hours. This observation suggests that the current four-hour duration requirement aligns with the timeframe over which reserve deployments are most commonly needed. Longer duration ESRs may not generate sufficient financial returns on most days of the year to provide investment certainty. As a result, they may require higher payments from DRRS to justify such investments. In addition, imposing longer duration requirements could slow the pace of ESR deployment, which has served as a reliable reserve resource capable of rapid response during reliability events. 
Accordingly, any consideration of extending the DRRS duration beyond four hours should be grounded in clearly demonstrated and data-supported reliability needs, rather than adopted as a precautionary or arbitrary extension of the existing standard.
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