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	Comments


The Sierra Club files these comments in response to ERCOT’s recent comments filed on February 27th related to the participation of Energy Storage Resources (ESRs) in a future Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service (DRRS). 
First, as several other commenters have suggested, the Sierra Club supports the need and requirement for ERCOT to add a new four-hour Ancillary Service that is separate from Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin), but we agree with recent comments filed by TIEC, EDF, APA and ACP, TEBA and the IMM among others  that NPRR1310 should not be adopted.  While we do appreciate that NPRR 1310 does contemplate storage - at some point - to participate in the service, this should be addressed in NPRR 1309 as we have suggested in comments filed previously in NPRR 1309. 
DRRS+ is inconsistent with ERCOT’s energy-only market principles that have been in place for several decades. The Texas energy-only market is built to allow loads including both transmission-level customers, retail electric providers, and NOIEs to  manage risk through bilateral contracting, financial hedging, and operational response as energy and ancillary prices rise and fall as scarcity conditions arise. This design is efficient and helps customers manage prices. NPRR 1310 moves us away from this model and introduces significant risk and costs for consumers. 
In essence, DRRS+ would represent a shift in costs from consumers to generators through uplift or administrative charges assigned to all Load Service Entities that can not be hedged or managed. 
Therefore the Sierra Club believes that NPRR 1310 should be tabled. 

However, because ERCOT requested that participants answer questions related to ERS participation in DRRS in its February 27th comments on NPRR 1310, we are answering those questions with the understanding that our position is that ESR should be added to DRRS as part of NPRR 1309, and not as part of NPRR 1310. Indeed our position is that stakeholders and ERCOT should move forward with adoption of NPRR 1309, including ESR participation, which we believe was contemplated and intended by the original legislation as we have laid out in previous comments filed with ERCOT. Thus, to be clear, ERCOT should include energy storage within the existing DRRS framework under NPRR1309 and suspend further consideration of NPRR1310. 
SIERRA CLUB 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.
Sierra Club maintains that 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. Thus, we do not believe this means that an operator of a storage facility with a capacity of 100 MWs is required to run that storage resource at 100 MWs for four hours if it is incapable of doing so, but only the amount of capacity it is capable of running for four hours. Thus, if the 100 MW facility consists of one-hour batteries then its high sustained limit for purposes of DRRS would be 25 MWs, while a 100 MW facility consisting of 100 MWs of four-hour batteries would have an HSL of 100 MWs. 
Thus an ESR’s HSL would be defined by its configured and qualified operating capability for DRRS, rather than by its nameplate capacity. This interpretation also allows for more participation by battery providers, lowering costs ultimately to consumers. Under the previous example, a battery operator with a 100 MW capacity and four-hour battery duration does have an advantage over a battery operator with 100 MW, 100 MWh battery duration, but it does preclude the first operator from participating in the service. 
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.
Sierra Club Response: We do not agree with this interpretation as indicated in our answer to the first question. Defining HSL in such a manner would exclude resources not because they couldn’t provide DRRS but only because they are less capable than another resource with four-hour duration at maximum capacity. While it is true that such an interpretation would provide a greater incentive to build longer, four-hour duration ESRs in the ERCOT region - as some entities are already doing - it is not a sufficient incentive to assure it. Instead like all resources in ERCOT, developers must weigh the additional costs of building longer duration batteries against the opportunities afforded them. We would advise against putting in inflexible rules in operational tools but instead urge ERCOT to define what it needs and let the market itself determine what kind of resources can provide it. 
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?
Sierra Club Response: Absolutely. The two subsections - Subsections (d)(2)(A) and (d)(2)(B)  - are within the same section of statutes, and should be read together. To provide DRRS, a resource must be able to ramp up to a certain MW level within two hours and be able to sustain that amount of MW for at least four. Note this does not mean that such a resource needs to be able to maintain that level of MWs for at least six hours, since many resources can ramp up within minutes not hours but only that it could operate at the level for at least four hours plus the time it take it to ramp up that level. 
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.
Our position is that the legislature provided this option to ERCOT to increase the duration requirement if it is determined that it is needed for a certain season or situation. We do not currently see a rationale for increasing the duration requirement, as we believe that four hour duration will be sufficient to deal with most operational situations. However, we believe having the flexibility in the future to - for example - lengthen the duration requirement for the winter season if sufficient evidence is provided that such a tool is needed should be maintained. Thus, we would recommend moving forward currently with the four-hour proposal for all seasons, but allow for flexibility and the ability to adjust this duration requirement in the future. We would also point out that there are other tools available to ERCOT beyond DRRS that might be more efficient than necessarily increasing the duration requirement of DRRS but having the optionality is in keeping with the legislative intent. However, at the present time, Sierra Club believes the four-hour duration requirement is sufficient as ERCOT and stakeholders operationalize this new service. 
Sierra Club appreciates the opportunity to respond to ERCOT”s February 27th call for questions. As we hope is clear, we believe that NPRR 1310 should remain tabled, and instead ESR participation should be incorporated into NPRR 1309. For the purposes of DRRS, we interpret HSL as the amount of capacity that a resource is able to provide for at least four hours, as opposed to its maximum capacity. While interpreting HSL as the maximum capacity would provide some incentive to build ESRs that are at least four hours, we don’t think this is required to provide an incentive to build such batteries, and we caution against such a proposal, which would likely increase costs of the service. We do believe that the sections related to duration (at least four hours) and start-up (within two hours) are meant to be read together. Finally, while we favor maintaining flexibility for increasing the duration requirements in the future, we believe as a starting point, we should proceed with the four-hour duration limit. 
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