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[bookmark: _Hlk223628756]The Advanced Power Alliance (APA) and American Clean Power Association (ACP) appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the questions ERCOT filed on the evening of Friday, February 27, 2026, in advance of the Monday, March 9 Dispatchable Reliability Reserve Service (DRRS) Workshop 3 and related Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 1310. We believe that stakeholders should adopt a performance‑based interpretation of PURA §39.159 that aligns with ERCOT’s long‑standing operational framework and the physical characteristics of energy storage resources (ESRs). DRRS was created to ensure sustained multi‑hour capability during periods of intra‑day uncertainty, not to function as a nameplate‑based screening tool or a long‑duration capacity product. For all resource types, ERCOT defines High Sustained Limit (HSL) as an operationally validated measure of sustained capability, not a manufacturer rating. Applying a nameplate‑based HSL requirement uniquely to storage would contradict this engineering‑based definition, create inconsistent treatment across technologies, and exclude resources that can reliably provide four hours of sustained output at an appropriately qualified level. Restricting DRRS eligibility to nameplate‑based HSL would narrow participation, reduce competition, and increase consumer costs without improving reliability.
Similarly, reading PURA §39.159(d)(2)(A) and (B) as a combined MW‑limiting formula would improperly merge two distinct statutory requirements, namely startup/dispatchability and sustained capability, that PURA treats separately. Such an interpretation would effectively convert DRRS into a long‑duration product, excluding resources that meet both requirements but at different MW levels. This would reduce market liquidity, raise procurement costs, and slow the deployment of resources capable of providing meaningful reliability benefits.
The four‑hour duration requirement is consistent with statutory requirements and remains appropriate. DRRS was designed to address reliability challenges in the two to four hour timeframe. ERCOT has not identified operational conditions that require sustained output beyond four hours. PURA §39.159(e) already gives ERCOT the authority to require longer duration if future system conditions justify it, but any such change should be based on demonstrated need, not speculation. Imposing an eight or twelve hour requirement today would disqualify most of the existing storage fleet, increase costs, and deter future investment without providing corresponding reliability benefits.
No ancillary service alone, including DRRS, is expected to be the sole revenue source that will be an adequate incentive for the development of a generation resource or an ESR.  Rather, developers evaluate the full ERCOT revenue stack, including energy arbitrage, ancillary services, and scarcity pricing, not a single ancillary service with capped procurement volumes.
A performance‑based HSL standard, grounded in actual deliverable capability, best aligns with PURA, ERCOT practice, and the Legislature’s intent. It broadens participation, enhances competition, supports affordability, and ensures that DRRS reflects real, verifiable multi‑hour capability during extended system stress.
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.
A reasonable interpretation of PURA §39.159(d)(2)(A) for energy storage resources (ESRs) is that an ESR’s High Sustained Limit (HSL) should reflect the amount of DRRS-qualified output the unit can actually maintain for four continuous hours based on its usable energy capacity and state‑of‑charge capabilities. Under this interpretation, the statutory requirement is met when the ESR demonstrates that its qualified DRRS output, multiplied by four hours, does not exceed its available energy. To ensure reliability, this DRRS-qualified HSL must be dynamically capped by the resource's Real-Time State of Charge (SOC), ensuring the 'four-hour' capability is physically present at the time of award, consistent with the monitoring principles in NPRR1186.
This interpretation is consistent with ERCOT’s long‑standing definition of HSL as the maximum sustained energy production capability validated by telemetry and seasonal testing, rather than a static Nameplate Rating. Across all resource types, including thermal units, HSL routinely differs from nameplate because it must reflect what the unit can actually sustain under expected operating conditions. If HSL were required to equal nameplate, nearly every thermal unit in ERCOT would be out of compliance. Interpreting HSL as nameplate for ESRs alone would violate the principle of non-discriminatory market access for dispatchable resources under PURA § 39.151 as it would apply a unique 'static' standard to ESRs that is not applied to thermal resources. Nothing in PURA redefines HSL into a nameplate‑based concept for ESRs alone and ERCOT has never treated HSL as a static nameplate value for any resource type.
ERCOT protocols explicitly require that HSL reflect a resource’s sustained capability, not its theoretical maximum. Thermal units routinely submit HSLs below nameplate due to ambient conditions, fuel limitations, or equipment constraints, and ERCOT accepts these values because HSL is meant to reflect what a unit can actually sustain. ESRs operate under the same principle where their sustained capability depends on state of charge and usable energy and ERCOT already requires ESRs to telemeter HSL dynamically based on those operational realities.
The unit’s nameplate maximum discharge capability is not the relevant measure the relevant measure is the level of DRRS‑qualified output the ESR can reliably sustain for four hours based on its available energy and state‑of‑charge constraints. This aligns the qualification standard with the statutory four‑hour requirement, which is fundamentally an energy‑duration test rather than an instantaneous power test. By focusing on the ESR’s sustainable four‑hour output, ERCOT can accurately assess the amount of DRRS capacity the resource can continuously deliver ensuring that the service reflects real, deliverable capability rather than nameplate ratings that may exceed the resource’s four‑hour energy availability.
Treating HSL for ESRs as the sustainable four‑hour output rather than the nameplate maximum better reflects the physical characteristics of storage resources and allows them to participate in DRRS at levels that match their actual deliverable capability. This broadens participation, increases competition, and supports the Commission’s and ERCOT’s reliability and affordability goals. By contrast, a nameplate‑only interpretation would exclude many ESRs that can reliably provide four‑hour sustained output at a lower qualified level, thereby narrowing eligibility, reducing market liquidity, and increasing costs without providing any corresponding reliability benefit.
A nameplate‑HSL interpretation would also undermine the legislative purpose of DRRS. The Legislature intended DRRS to ensure sustained multi‑hour capability during extended reliability events, not to impose a nameplate‑based qualification barrier that excludes resources capable of delivering four hours of real, verifiable output. A performance‑based HSL standard is the only interpretation that aligns with both PURA and ERCOT’s operational framework.
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.
In general, a nameplate‑HSL interpretation for DRRS would not on its own “create a meaningful investment signal” for long‑duration ESRs. PURA does not establish DRRS as a capacity‑style revenue mechanism or a Performance Credit Mechanism (PCM) and it does not guarantee a stable, multi‑year payment stream that on its own would finance the construction of a long-duration ESR, much less any generation resource. DRRS is an Ancillary Service procured daily in the Day-Ahead Market (DAM). Because procurement volumes are inherently capped by the reliability need defined in statute, DRRS cannot provide the scale or certainty of revenue necessary to drive multi‑hundred‑million‑dollar investments in long‑duration storage or any generation resource. Developers evaluate the entire ERCOT revenue stack, including energy arbitrage, other Ancillary Services, and scarcity pricing, rather than relying on a single ancillary service product.
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?

No, Subsections (d)(2)(A) and (B) should not be read as a combined MW-limiting formula. They establish two independent requirements: (B) is a readiness requirement (online within two hours), while (A) is a duration requirement (sustain HSL for four hours). Treating them as a single constraint would improperly convert DRRS into static duration screen rather than a dynamic reliability service. Merging these distinct criteria would significantly reduce competition, increase costs to consumers by disqualifying efficient resources that are fully capable of providing four hours of sustained reliability, and slow the deployment of resources.

There is no statutory basis to conclude that the MW level for "Startup" must be identical to the "Sustained" MW level if the Resource can physically meet both independently. A performance‑based HSL framework, consistent with ERCOT’s long‑standing operational practices, more accurately reflects actual resource capability, expands competition, and aligns with the statutory purpose of ensuring dependable multi‑hour support during extended system stress.

A Resource is qualified if it is dispatchable within two hours and can sustain its awarded DRRS-HSL for four hours. Treating these as a "combined formula" would exclude flexible resources that meet the reliability need of the grid, contrary to the technology-neutral mandate of PURA § 39.159(b). A performance-based framework aligns with ERCOT’s Operational Instructions and ensures that the grid has access to the widest pool of resources capable of supporting the system during extended stress events.

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.
A longer duration requirement for DRRS is not warranted at this time because the operational uncertainty DRRS was designed to address typically manifests within a four-hour window. As noted in the 2022 and 2023 IMM State of the Market Reports, DRRS was conceived to manage intra-day uncertainty, specifically load forecast errors and variability in renewable generation, not to serve as a long-duration resource adequacy construct that requires multi-hour energy reserves for extreme weather events. Expanding DRRS to eight or twelve hours would conflate a flexibility service with a capacity resource, shifting the product away from its statutory purpose under PURA § 39.159(b) without a demonstrated reliability gap that justifies such an extension.
Operationally, ERCOT has not identified a recurring pattern of reliability events that require sustained Non-Spinning or reserve deployments beyond four hours. While PURA § 39.159(e) grants ERCOT the authority to extend duration, this is a contingent authority intended to be exercised only as ERCOT "determines is needed" based on empirical system stress analysis. Preemptively doubling or tripling the statutory duration requirement without a comprehensive reliability study would be arbitrary and would bypass the legislative baseline of four hours. Any extension must be a lagging response to documented operational data, not a leading design feature that restricts market entry.
Financially, an eight or twelve hour requirement would lead to artificial scarcity and higher clearing prices for consumers. Furthermore, DRRS revenue, subject to the Ancillary Service Demand Curve (ASDC) and daily auctions, is insufficient to recover the marginal capital cost of adding six to ten additional hours of duration to reach an eight or twelve hour standard. Without a long-term contract, DRRS alone cannot bridge the "missing money" gap for long-duration storage. The likely result would be slower deployment of dispatchable capability and higher costs for consumers.
For these reasons, the four hour duration requirement remains the most accurate reflection of system needs. It aligns with the legislative compromise in HB 1500, preserves market liquidity, and avoids imposing prohibitive costs on the current fleet. ERCOT should maintain the four hour standard, utilizing real-time telemetry and State of Charge (SOC) monitoring to ensure performance, rather than imposing duration requirements that would stifle investment and increase costs without a clear reliability benefit.
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