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ERCOT Compilation of Public Comments submitted by 3/3/2026 for Project 58777, Triennial Reliability Assessment for the ERCOT Region under §25.508

Commenter Count = 15 (One filing reflects joint comments from two organizations)
	Question Topic
	Question Number
	Question
	Comments Overview

	CONE
	1.a
	Does CONE need to be updated for the 2026 reliability standard assessment? Why or why not?
	· 12 out of the 13 that commenters that provided responses support updating the CONE
· 2 commenters don’t think an update is needed

	CONE
	1.b
	If the Commission considers an updated CONE value, are the scope and list of tasks proposed by Brattle and Sargent & Lundy in ERCOT's January 15, 2026 filing an acceptable method to update the calculations? If not, please provide recommended modifications to their approach.






	
	· Several commenters suggested doing CONE sensitivities
· Multiple commenters suggested assessing TEF project costs
· Multiple commenters suggested calculating alternative CONE values (BESS or co-located PV/BESS)
· One commenter stated that it was not prudent to “materially change this estimate based on short-term supply chain issues”
· One commenter suggested that the Commission should choose CONE to “encourage competition across a broader set of technologies rather than try to minimize it” as was done for the 2024 CONE study

	Load Forecast
	2.a
	Should the Commission approve updating the load forecast used in the 2026 reliability assessment to align with the compliance plan being considered in Project No. 58480, even if it will delay work on the reliability assessment?
	· 14 commenters support using the RTP Compliant Load Forecast even if it causes a schedule delay
· 1 commenter opposed its use
· 1 commenter declined to comment
· Multiple commenters requested that sufficient public input timelines be preserved in the event of a delay


	Load Forecast
	2.b
	What other considerations should the Commission make regarding the load forecast used for the 2026 and 2029 simulation years?
	· A few commenters suggested conducting load growth sensitivities; examples cited include alternative load growth trajectories, large load curtailment, the likelihood of transmission upgrades being completed by 2029, and transmission cost allocation impacts

	CDR Resource Portfolios














	3.1
	ERCOT proposed using the December 2025 Capacity, Demand, and Reserves (CDR) Report to create the base portfolio for evaluating the bulk power system in 2026 and 2029. This includes resource additions and retirements.

Does the generation portfolio in the December 2025 CDR Report adequately capture the resource mix in both 2026 and 2029? If not, what additional assumptions should be made about resource additions and retirements?
	· While commenters were fine with the December CDR’s 2026 portfolio, 10 commenters recommended that the 2029 generation portfolio be augmented with additional capacity. Many cited adding all the TEF project capacity or loosening eligibility criteria to include more queue capacity
· One commenter recommended applying a 1-year commercial delay to planned projects line with the Aurora 2025 study (Assessment of Resource Adequacy Needs in the ERCOT Market)

	Magnitude Criterion
	4.a
	Based on information provided by the transmission operators, ERCOT proposed using 13,988 MW as the magnitude criterion of the reliability standard for the 2026 simulation year. For the 2029 simulation year, ERCOT proposes scaling the 2026 magnitude value by the ratio of the 75th percentile load forecast for 2029 to the 75th percentile load forecast for 2026, resulting in a magnitude value of 14,509 MW for the 2029 simulation year.

Should the Commission use these values for the magnitude criterion in the 2026 and 2029 simulation years? If not, what modifications to these values should be made?
	· Most commenters support the 2026 value, but express some concerns with estimating a 2029 value; examples include the following:
· The new 2026 RTP compliance load forecast may be materially different than a scaled value based on the current “ERCOT Adjusted” load forecast
· SB6 rule finalization may require updating large load curtailment and demand response assumptions
· The 75th percentile load forecast assumption is too low
· The estimated magnitude understates “potential rotatable load”

	Fuel prices
	5.a
	ERCOT proposed using the EIA' s 2025 Annual Energy Outlook and EIA Form 923 data to determine the natural gas and coal prices for the 2026 and 2029 simulation years. This results in prices of $2.84/MMBtu for natural gas and $2.47/MMBtu for coal in 2026 and $3.16/MMBtu for natural gas and $2.41/MMBtu for coal in 2029.

Are these assumptions for fuel prices for the 2026/2029 simulation years reasonable? If not, what alternative sources of information should be considered to determine these fuels prices?
	· 4 commenters thought that the 2024 AEO prices were reasonable
· 3 commenters stated that the gas prices were too low, recommending that they be replaced with more recent forward market hub prices; other commenters
· 1 commenter suggested using more recent price forecasts but declined to provide specifics
· 5 commenters declined to address the fuel price questions

	Fuel prices
	5.b
	Should any sensitivity analyses on these fuel prices be considered?
	· 11 commenters recommended that sensitivities be conducted, such as high/low values
· One commenter recommended including “weather-year daily gas-price modeling” to capture price volatility during extreme weather events, and consider a “hybridized index approach” that reflects gas supply diversity across the ERCOT region


	Historical weather years
	6.a
	For previous reliability assessments, ERCOT has treated all historical weather years as having equal probability. For this assessment, ERCOT proposed weighing recent years more heavily.

Should the Commission consider not treating all historical weather years as having equal probability? If yes, do you agree with ERCOT' s proposed weighting of weather years?
	· 9 out of the 11 commenters that responded did not support the proposed reweighting method

	Historical weather years
	6.b
	If you have an alternative weighting methodology, please provide additional details on your proposal. Please include justification for why your approach is better than what ERCOT has proposed.
	· The non-supporters recommended either (1) conducting a rigorous probabilistic analysis based on meteorological expertise, or (2) focusing on reweighting just the extreme weather outliers

	Zonal SERVM Modeling
	7.a
	ERCOT proposed using the multi-area reliability and economic dispatch modeling capability in SERVM to assess resource adequacy on a zonal basis that would account for transmission constraints between defined transmission zones. ERCOT states that any results from this analysis would be informational and not used to determine compliance with the reliability standard.

Should the Commission approve an assessment of reliability metrics at the zonal level, understanding that these results would be purely informational and not used to determine compliance with the reliability standard?
	· Support for conducting a zonal study was evenly divided among the 12 commenters that responded.
· Several commenters supporting a zonal study emphasized the need for the Commission to not consider it for compliance purposes.
· Commenters voicing opposition stated that more rigorous analysis and modeling improvements are needed before considering study results for compliance purposes
· One commenter cautioned that zonal study results could be used on their own as “justification for future transmission cost allocation or expansion mandates without separate evidence and Commission review.”
· A few commenters stated that a zonal study would address issues that are more appropriately addressed in the RTP process.

	Zonal SERVM Modeling
	7.b
	If so, do you have any proposed modifications to the approach ERCOT has recommended?
	· Commenters provided no specific proposed modifications
· One commenter suggested that a zonal study could help inform the updating of existing load zones

	Weather-ization Effectiveness
	8.a
	ERCOT proposed modifying how the model accounts for the effectiveness of the Commission's weatherization rule 16 TAC § 25.55. Previously, it was estimated to reduce weather-related outages by 85%, however under ERCOT' s proposed approach, the rule' s effectiveness would decline during extreme temperatures.

Do you agree with ERCOT's recommendation to deviate from the 85% effectiveness for the weatherization rule?
	· Out of the 12 commenters that provided responses, 7 did not support the modified approach
· Several commenters stated that the operational experience during Winter Storm FERC does not support the declining effectiveness during extremely low temperatures
· A few comments suggested that the starting 85% effectiveness rate should be increased to reflect ongoing weatherization improvements since the 85% was adopted (e.g., up to 95%)
· One commenter that supports the modifications suggests accounting for potential lack of weatherization for critical infrastructure

	Outage Modeling
	9.a
	Are the assumptions for generation and ESR outage modeling reasonable? If not, what modifications do you propose?
	· 5 commenters that stated an opinion on generation/ESR outages supported the assumptions
· One commenter that did not support the generation/ESR outage assumptions stated a concern that there could be double-counting generation outages due to “combining thermal and weather-related outages”; the same commenter recommended more transparency on the outage calculations
· One commenter suggested incorporating precipitation data as part of the probabilistic extreme weather event modeling
· One commenter recommended that the Commission consider sensitivity analysis focusing on correlated fuel risks during extreme weather events

	Outage Modeling
	9.b
	How should ERCOT treat planned transmission outages in the model?
	· All commenters that responded to this question stated that transmission outages should only be considered in a zonal study
· 



10. Comments/Recommendations for assumptions not covered above
	1
	A three-year look-ahead for the reliability assessments does not provide sufficient time to evaluate market design changes from design through successful “time to market.”

	2
	ERCOT should consider discounting Emergency Response Service (ERS) response by up to 50% within its reliability standard assessment based upon historic performance of these resources.

	3
	ERCOT notes its intention to investigate "if and how the Emergency Pricing Program (EPP) can be implemented in SERVM" but does not provide any details on how this logic would be employed. LCRA encourages ERCOT to include the EPP logic to more precisely discount scarcity pricing during a modeled shortage event - this will be necessary to calibrate subsequent market design solutions appropriately.

	4
	ERCOT should also include a comparative analysis of the modeled generation used in the reliability standard assessment as compared to the modeled generation used within the 2026 RTP.

	5
	When conducting long-term projections of this nature, uncertainty is unavoidable. Providing a broader range of scenarios and sensitivities, similar to the approach used in the CDR report, would offer the Commission a more complete picture of potential outcomes.

	6
	Additional efforts examining adjustments to Ancillary Service Demand Curves ("ASDC"s) and increases to the system-wide offer cap would further support evaluation of market-design options intended to incentivize the development of additional dispatchable generation.

	7
	ERCOT should provide greater transparency into Energy Storage Resource modeling specifically storage durations, cycling limits, and round-trip efficiency because these parameters materially influence how storage contributes to reliability outcomes and are necessary for stakeholders to interpret SERVM results accurately.

	8
	Does not support mirroring the 2026 AS plan for 2029 given ongoing uncertainty around DRRS design.

	9
	Urges the Commission to prioritize ERCOT's energy-only market fundamentals throughout the assessment.

	10
	Recommends that the assumptions for the 2029 ancillary service procurement methodology, including DRRS, be clarified and subjected to meaningful stakeholder review before being finalized, as they can materially affect scarcity outcomes and reliability metrics.

	11
	ERCOT should be required to disclose its modeling assumptions regarding the ESR fleet, including the distribution of durations (e.g., 1-hour, 2-hour, and 4-hour ESRs), any imposed daily or annual cycling limits, and the presumed round-trip efficiency.

	12
	ERCOT should include additional price responsive demand reductions from growth in distributed generation, particularly natural gas distributed generation, that is not already captured in the model from the growth of LFLs.

	13
	ERCOT should utilize a modeling assumption for Private Use Network (PUN) Generators based on their actual performance during key reliability periods.

	14
	ERCOT should adopt a reliability-focused battery optimization instead of economic optimization.

	15
	The Commission should have ERCOT determine, and if necessary, manually adjust, the number of extreme events included in the SERVM modeling as it could skew the results.

	16
	When appropriate, the Commission should have ERCOT scale 2026 data for the 2029 modeling (e.g., Conservation Load Reduction, Emergency Response Service procured relative to the cap)

	17
	If there are proposed changes coming to the AS methodology, including dynamic procurement and a probabilistic assessment, those should consider how AS quantities will change over the future study years (2027-2029). Further, PURA §39. 159(b) and (c) require ERCOT to achieve reliability objectives through AS and reliability services from dispatchable
resources. Whether it is decided that ERCOT should continue to procure to meet a Watch or some lower value of reserves, there should be a way to account for which AS quantities will meet the reliability standard over time.
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