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	Comments


I. Introduction
Schaper Energy Consulting LLC (“Respondent”) submits these comments on Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 145 following Batch Study Process Workshop No. 6, held on March 30, 2026, during which ERCOT asserted that certain interviewees engaged as part of the Batch Study interview process had expressed private reservations regarding the financial commitment mechanisms in the current process and, from that, concluded that the existing Section 9.5 procedure for Large Loads is inadequate or in need of supplementation for Batch Zero.
The purpose of this filing is to present the results of Respondent’s review of the complete public comment records for both PGRR115, Related to NPRR1234, Interconnection Requirements for Large Loads and Modeling Standards for Loads 25 MW or Greater, (the proceeding through which the current Section 9.5 interconnection standard was adopted) and PGRR145 (this proceeding), and to evaluate whether the public record supports the introduction of interim financial security or interconnection agreement requirements beyond those already required under Legacy Section 9.5. 
Respondent’s conclusion, based on this review, is that the public record does not support such a finding. The analysis follows.
II. The Public Record Does Not Support a Finding That Section 9.5 Is Insufficient
A. PGRR115: The Standard Was Adopted Without Opposition to Its Adequacy
PGRR115 was filed on May 28, 2024, and approved by the PUCT on May 15, 2025, following a nearly year-long stakeholder process that included six governance body actions and consideration by the Planning Working Group (PLWG), the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) (which voted twice), the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the Board of Directors, and the Commission. Over the course of that process, seven unique stakeholder parties filed 15 comment sets. The complete filing record is shown in Table 1 below.
Table 1: PGRR115 Stakeholder Comments (Excluding ERCOT’s Own Filings)
	Filing No.
	Commenter
	Date
	Primary Concern(s)

	115PGRR-03
	ERCOT Steel Mills
	07/03/24
	Industrial load applicability and exemption criteria

	115PGRR-07
	CenterPoint Energy
	08/29/24
	TSP implementation mechanics

	115PGRR-08
	Oncor
	09/09/24
	TSP implementation mechanics

	115PGRR-09
	ERCOT Steel Mills
	09/18/24
	Industrial load applicability and exemption criteria

	115PGRR-10
	ERCOT Steel Mills
	09/25/24
	Industrial load applicability and exemption criteria

	115PGRR-11
	AEP
	10/04/24
	TSP implementation mechanics

	115PGRR-13
	CenterPoint Energy
	12/12/24
	TSP implementation mechanics

	115PGRR-14
	Joint TSPs
	12/12/24
	TSP implementation mechanics

	115PGRR-15
	Oncor
	12/12/24
	TSP implementation mechanics

	115PGRR-16
	ERCOT Steel Mills
	12/19/24
	Industrial load applicability and exemption criteria

	115PGRR-18
	ERCOT Steel Mills
	01/29/25
	Industrial load applicability and exemption criteria

	115PGRR-19
	PLWG
	01/30/25
	Technical planning clarifications

	115PGRR-20
	Google
	02/04/25
	Load customer process concerns

	115PGRR-21
	CenterPoint Energy
	02/05/25
	TSP implementation mechanics

	115PGRR-24
	ERCOT Steel Mills
	02/14/25
	Industrial load applicability and exemption criteria



Respondent’s review of these 15 comment sets found that none raised any concern that the financial security or interconnection agreement requirements in Section 9.5 were insufficient, too permissive, or otherwise inadequate. The Steel Mills filings addressed industrial load applicability and exemption criteria. The TSP filings (CenterPoint, Oncor, AEP, Joint TSPs) focused on implementation mechanics. Google addressed load customer process concerns, and the PLWG filing addressed technical planning clarifications. PGRR115 advanced through every governance body without opposition to the Section 9.5 framework.
B. PGRR145: No Commenter Identifies Section 9.5 as Insufficient; the Dominant Concern Is Retroactive Disruption
Since PGRR145 was filed on March 4, 2026, ERCOT has received 30 stakeholder comment sets from approximately 26 unique commenting parties, in addition to ERCOT’s own responsive comments (145PGRR-08). This is a broadly representative record, reflecting participation from load customers, data center developers, transmission service providers, generators, technical consultants, and industry associations. The complete filing record is shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2: PGRR145 Stakeholder Comments (Excluding ERCOT’s Own Filings)
	Filing No.
	Commenter
	Date
	Primary Concern(s)

	145PGRR-03
	Schaper Energy Consulting
	03/05/26
	Safe harbor for legacy §9.4/§9.5 completers

	145PGRR-04
	Reliant Energy
	03/09/26
	Recognize completed FIS as equivalent to LLIS

	145PGRR-05
	Crusoe Energy Systems
	03/09/26
	Oppose retroactive re-evaluation of completed studies

	145PGRR-06
	Rose City Partners
	03/10/26
	Protect contractual rights of §9.5 completers

	145PGRR-07
	Schaper Energy Consulting
	03/11/26
	Contract and study invalidation risk

	145PGRR-09
	Lancium
	03/19/26
	Recognize executed IAs; support study validity provisions

	145PGRR-10
	Skybox Datacenters
	03/19/26
	Safe harbor for projects with executed agreements

	145PGRR-11
	Schaper Energy Consulting
	03/19/26
	§9.5 sufficiency; protect legacy process completers

	145PGRR-12
	IREN
	03/19/26
	MW allocation methodology; queue ordering framework

	145PGRR-13
	Oncor
	03/20/26
	TSP coordination; oppose retroactive March 4 cutoff

	145PGRR-14
	Crusoe Energy Systems
	03/20/26
	Oppose retroactive cutoff; defend §9.4/§9.5 completers

	145PGRR-15
	Stream/Provident (Joint)
	03/20/26
	Protect long-term contractual and financial commitments

	145PGRR-16
	CenterPoint Energy
	03/20/26
	TSP coordination and ERCOT-TDSP process roles

	145PGRR-17
	Agentic/Reliant (Joint II)
	03/20/26
	CLR/BYOG inclusion; RTP inclusion; queue clearing

	145PGRR-18
	Vistra
	03/20/26
	SB6 timeline alignment; §58481 scope; oppose duplicative requirements

	145PGRR-19
	Eolic Development Partners
	03/20/26
	Respect RPG submissions and legacy IAs

	145PGRR-20a/b
	TEBA
	03/20/26
	Oppose study invalidation authority; financial security concerns

	145PGRR-21
	Satoshi Energy
	03/20/26
	Deemed compliance for §9.9/§9.10 completers

	145PGRR-22
	Black Mountain Energy
	03/20/26
	Recognize completed study milestones

	145PGRR-23
	3-Waters Technical Services
	03/20/26
	Climate modeling and planning methodology

	145PGRR-24
	Sandow Lakes Energy
	03/20/26
	Priority for loads with completed/submitted studies

	145PGRR-25
	Emerald AI
	03/20/26
	CLR inclusion in Batch Zero

	145PGRR-26
	AEP
	03/20/26
	TSP implementation; DSP/TSP role clarification

	145PGRR-27
	Monarch Energy
	03/20/26
	Protect §9.4/§9.5 completers; oppose fee structure

	145PGRR-28
	Crow Holdings
	03/20/26
	Safe harbor for completed legacy §9.5 process

	145PGRR-29
	Zero-Emission Grid
	03/20/26
	Technical clarifications; study data access

	145PGRR-30
	Engie North America
	03/26/26
	Oppose retroactive cutoff; protect §9.4/§9.5 completers

	145PGRR-31
	Tract
	03/27/26
	Oppose non-refundable fee; study invalidation risk

	145PGRR-32
	Crusoe Energy Systems
	03/27/26
	SSO/QSA sequencing; honor executed IAs

	145PGRR-33
	Schaper Energy Consulting
	03/27/26
	§9.2.1.1 proposed revisions; protect legacy completers



C. Position Analysis
Respondent has reviewed the substance of each of these 30 comment sets and offers the following findings:
Finding 1: Zero of the 30 stakeholder comment sets identify the Legacy Section 9.5 interconnection standard as insufficient or inadequate. Respondent searched each filing for language suggesting that the financial security, interconnection agreement execution, or CIAC requirements of Section 9.5 were too permissive, insufficiently rigorous, or otherwise deficient. No such language was found in any filing.
Finding 2: At least 18 of the approximately 26 unique commenting parties express concern, in their respective filings, about the retroactive disruption of existing contracts, completed interconnection studies, or executed agreements under the legacy Planning Guide framework. 
These parties are: Schaper Energy Consulting (145PGRR-03, -07, -11, -33), Crusoe Energy Systems (145PGRR-05, -14, -32), Reliant Energy (145PGRR-04), Rose City Partners (145PGRR-06), Lancium (145PGRR-09), Skybox Datacenters (145PGRR-10), Oncor (145PGRR-13), Stream Data Centers and Provident Inc. (145PGRR-15), Vistra (145PGRR-18), Eolic Development Partners (145PGRR-19), TEBA (145PGRR-20a/b), Satoshi Energy (145PGRR-21), Black Mountain Energy (145PGRR-22), Sandow Lakes Energy (145PGRR-24), Monarch Energy (145PGRR-27), Crow Holdings (145PGRR-28), Engie North America (145PGRR-30), and Tract (145PGRR-31).
Finding 3: Of those 18, at least 12 expressly advocate for safe harbor, deemed compliance, or equivalent recognition of projects that have completed the legacy Section 9.4 and Section 9.5 process. These include Skybox Datacenters (“safe harbor”), Crusoe Energy Systems (“legacy Section 9.4 and 9.5 requirements” should be honored), Satoshi Energy (“deemed compliance” for §9.9/§9.10 completers), Crow Holdings (“executed binding interconnection agreements”), Monarch Energy (oppose “breach of executed agreements”), Engie North America (“protect §9.4/§9.5 completers”), Black Mountain Energy (“completed study milestones”), Eolic Development Partners (“respect Legacy Interconnection Agreements”), Stream/Provident (“long-term contractual commitments”), Lancium (“executed Interconnection Agreement has already undergone thorough review”), Tract (“completed studies” should not be invalidated), and Schaper Energy Consulting (safe harbor for §9.4/§9.5 completers).
Finding 4: The remaining eight comment sets address topics other than Section 9.5 contract protection: IREN (145PGRR-12) addresses MW allocation and queue ordering; CenterPoint Energy (145PGRR-16) and AEP (145PGRR-26) address TSP coordination; Agentic/Reliant (145PGRR-17) and Emerald AI (145PGRR-25) address CLR and BYOG inclusion; 3-Waters Technical Services (145PGRR-23) addresses climate modeling methodology; and Zero-Emission Grid (145PGRR-29) addresses study data access. Critically, none of these eight comment sets identifies the Section 9.5 standard as insufficient.
D. Combined Record
Table 3: Combined Comment Record Summary
	Metric
	PGRR115
	PGRR145
	Observation

	Stakeholder comment sets filed
	15
	30
	Excludes ERCOT’s own filings

	Unique commenting parties
	7
	~26
	Broad market cross-section

	Filings calling §9.5 insufficient
	0
	0
	Zero across both proceedings

	Parties expressing concern about retroactive disruption of existing contracts or studies
	N/A
	18
	Dominant theme of the PGRR145 record



Across 45 stakeholder comment sets from more than 26 unique parties spanning both proceedings, the public record does not contain a single filing identifying Section 9.5 as insufficient. The record reflects a consistent view that Section 9.5 completion represents the highest existing standard of project commitment, and that this standard should be honored through to the effectiveness of PGRR145.
III. Queue Management Is Not the Same as Standard Inadequacy
Respondent recognizes that ERCOT faces a legitimate challenge in managing an interconnection queue of unprecedented scale, and that privately conducted stakeholder interviews may have surfaced a general desire for upfront financial commitment mechanisms as a means of filtering speculative queue entries. Respondent agrees with this sentiment and supports the principle of earlier financial commitment for projects entering the queue. However, there is an important distinction between a desire for new queue management tools and a finding that the existing interconnection standard is inadequate for projects that have already satisfied it. A stakeholder who supports an application deposit for new queue entrants is not necessarily asserting that the CIAC obligations, interconnection agreement execution, and financial security provisions of Legacy Section 9.5 are deficient for projects that have already completed that process in its entirety. 
The public record appears to highlight the difference between these two positions.
IV. Conclusion
The public record of PGRR115 and PGRR145, consisting of 45 stakeholder comment sets from more than 26 unique parties, does not contain a single filing that identifies the Section 9.5 interconnection standard as insufficient. The standard was adopted through PGRR115 after a year-long stakeholder process involving seven unique parties and six governance body actions, without opposition on the adequacy of its financial security or interconnection agreement requirements. In this proceeding, the dominant concern expressed by commenting parties is the opposite: that existing contracts and completed processes executed under Section 9.5 are at risk of retroactive disruption. At least 18 of the approximately 26 unique parties in this proceeding have expressed that concern.
Respondent respectfully submits that the public record does not support drawing a conclusion of standard inadequacy from a general market desire for queue management reform.  Respondent continues to urge ERCOT to adopt the proposed revisions to Section 9.2.1.1 submitted in Respondent’s March 27, 2026 filing (145PGRR-33), which would preserve the integrity of the existing standard for projects that have completed the legacy process while permitting ERCOT to apply updated requirements prospectively.
Respondent reserves the right to supplement these comments as the proceeding continues and is grateful for the opportunity to participate in this process.
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