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	Comments


[bookmark: _Hlk221690460]Contemporaneous with this submission, Spearmint Energy, Plus Power, and esVolta (Joint ESR Commenters) provided the following comments on Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 1310, Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service Plus Energy Storage Resource Participation and Release Factor.  Joint ESR Commenters are submitting the substance of those comments in connection with NPRR1309 so that these comments may be considered in the context of NRRR1309 as well since Joint ESR Commenters support the proposed revisions to NPRR1309 as proposed by Joint Commenters (Jupiter Power LLC and Engie North America). We hope that the following comments inform the discussion regarding NPRR1309 as well.  
[bookmark: _Hlk223624342][bookmark: _Hlk223626469]As discussed in the comments on NPRR1309 that Joint ESR Commenters submitted on February 14, 2026, Joint ESR Commentors agree with the comments filed by Sierra Club, Texas Solar+Storage Association (TSSA), Joint Commenters (Jupiter Power LLC and Engie North America), Advanced Power Alliance (APA) and American Clean Power Association (ACP), and the Texas Energy Buyers Alliance (TEBA) that Energy Storage Resources (ESRs) should be allowed to provide Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service (DRRS) at its inception.  Joint ESR Commenters support the proposed revisions to NPRR1309 proposed by Joint Commenters (Jupiter Power LLC and Engie North America). 
Consistent with other ERCOT ancillary services, we note that meeting the operational needs of the DRRS should not nor does it require a battery to solely be a four-hour duration resource. Just as a shorter duration battery can derate as necessary to provide any other ancillary service that it is eligible to provide (e.g., Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin) or ERCOT Contingency Reserve Service (ECRS)), a battery may sacrifice economically to operate that way, but a derated battery is providing the same operational and reliability benefit to the grid as long as it meets the requirements of the service.  This approach reflects innovations in the competitive market that can be brought to bear to ensure that ERCOT receives the operational benefits it needs.
When the Legislature enacted Utilities Code §39.159(d) that has led to the development of DRRS, the Legislature established the overarching policy requirements for DRRS to support reliable operation of the grid by requiring the service “to account for market uncertainty”.[footnoteRef:1]  This policy directive from the Legislature still allows the competitive market to innovate to find the best solutions to meet those requirements. Accordingly, ERCOT should develop DRRS in a manner that allows all eligible dispatchable resources that can meet the statutory requirements, including ESRs, to provide DRRS. In accordance with the plain language of the statute, and, consistent with ERCOT’s established market design approach, eligibility under DRRS should be based on whether a resource can meet the statutory duration, availability, and dispatchability requirements, and specific resource types, such as ESRs, should not be excluded if they can meet those requirements.  [1:  	See also Implementation Activities 88th Legislature (R.S.), Project 55166, Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Services (DRRS) Letter (Oct. 17, 2023) “The purpose of this provision was to create a targeted ancillary service product that could leverage flexible, dispatchable generation resources to more efficiently manage operational uncertainty within the ERCOT market.”)] 

In their earlier comments on NPRR1309, Joint ESR Commenters also note that the four-hour duration that was established in the DRRS legislation in 2023 is a market signal to support the development of four-hour duration resources. Such resources would be able to realize 100% of the available revenue for the capacity they bid into DRRS. 
Joint ESR Commenters respond to ERCOT’s questions as follows: 
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.
ERCOT correctly addressed this question in their February 29, 2024, workshop presentation: “Standalone DRRS Workshop 1- Concept Draft Proposal.” (See, e.g., slide 8).[footnoteRef:2] For ESRs, the “high sustained limit” (HSL) in PURA §39.159(d)(2)(A) should be interpreted as the maximum DRRS-qualified output that the ESR can continuously sustain for at least four hours given its usable energy capacity and State of Charge (SOC) constraints.  The ESR’s absolute nameplate maximum output is not determinative. For example, a 100 MW/200 MWh ESR could qualify 50 MW of DRRS HSL because 200 MWh ÷ 50 MW = 4 hours. The benefit of this approach is that it allows more resources to compete to provide the operational benefits that DRRS is legislatively intended to meet. [2:  	Available at https://www.ercot.com/files/docs/2024/02/22/Standalone%20DRRS%20Workshop%20-%20Concept.pptx. ] 

In contrast, using a strict nameplate criterion would substantially limit the pool of resources that can participate in the service, which reduces market liquidity, reduces competition, and raises costs for the market, ultimately harming customers. 
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.
The existence of DRRS alone is likely not an adequate incentive for building four-hour batteries or any other dispatchable resource – the same as how any other individual ancillary service alone is not sufficient to support the construction of new ESRs or other generation resources. In all instances, a developer must consider all potential revenue streams in determining whether to build in ERCOT. As a four-hour duration service, DRRS provides four times as much revenue for an ESR that has a four-hour nameplate capacity (e.g., 100 MW / 400 MWh) than a battery with the same peak capacity capability, but a one-hour duration (e.g., 100 MW / 100 MWh). Further, the four-hour duration that was established in the DRRS legislation in 2023 is intended to be a market signal to support the development of four-hour duration resources, as such resources would be able to realize 100% of the available revenue for the capacity they bid into DRRS. 
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?
PURA § 39.159(d)(2)(B) requirement that a resource be online and dispatchable within two hours of being called for deployment is a lead‑time/commitment requirement that is consistent with the recommendation the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) included in its 2021 State of the Market Report for the creation of an uncertainty product that ultimately became the proposed DRRS service.[footnoteRef:3]  The purpose of this longer time for deployment period was to reduce ERCOT’s reliance on using the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) process and procuring more non-spinning reserves by bringing longer lead-time units online to address operating conditions that are departing from expectation.[footnoteRef:4]  It was not intended to prevent faster ramping resources from qualifying to provide DRRS.  Thus, this provision should not be interpreted in a way that would require a resource to ramp over two hours and then run for four hours beyond that. Such an interpretation would undermine reliability by deterring the availability of dispatchable resources that could help meet the needs of the grid sooner than later. Such an interpretation likely would exclude many otherwise eligible resources without a clear reliability justification. [3:  	2021 State of the Market Report for the ERCOT Electricity Markets (May 2022) (2021 SOM) at xviii-xix (Recommendation 2021-2 – Implement an uncertainty product) and 3-4.]  [4:  	Id.; see also 2022 State of the Market Report for the ERCOT Electricity Markets (May 2023) (2022 SOM) at xix-xx (Recommendation 2021-2 – Implement an uncertainty product) and 3-4; 2023 State of the Market Report for the ERCOT Electricity Market (May 2024) (2023 SOM) at xiv, xxiii-xxiv, 7, and A-12-14. ] 

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.
No, there is not a reliability justification at this time to go beyond a four-hour duration requirement. As discussed above, DRRS came out of a recommendation from the IMM for an additional service to address intra-day uncertainty in the two to four-hour time frame to deal with uncertainties related to load forecasting error and intermittent wind energy production.[footnoteRef:5]  Analysis of grid operations after DRRS is implemented will be necessary to determine whether a longer duration is needed.  ERCOT should not impose a longer duration requirement (when the Legislature already rejected a longer duration requirement)[footnoteRef:6] absent a clearly demonstrated need for a longer duration. [5:  	Id.]  [6:  	See July 22, 2024, comments of Spearmint Renewable Development Company, LLC; Eolian, L.P.; and Form Energy, Inc. (Joint Commenters) submitted under NPRR 1235 and January 29, 2026, comments of Texas Solar+Storage Association (TSSA) submitted under NPRR 1309.] 

	[bookmark: _Hlk221690934]Revised Cover Page Language


None.
	
Revised Proposed Protocol Language


None.
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