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	Comments



ERCOT provides these comments to Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 1286 in response to the 3/10/26 Texas Industrial Energy Consumers (TIEC) comments. 

ERCOT appreciates the opportunity to review the alternative approaches proposed by TIEC and to have detailed discussions with TIEC during the development of each proposal.  Although ERCOT understands that each of the three proposals was intended to improve the resiliency benefits determination, each introduced different challenges, as TIEC acknowledged in their comments that “each of its ideas raised legitimate questions and practical challenges.” 

ERCOT outlined in their 10/20/25 comments the concerns with the first approach proposed in the 9/19/25 TIEC comments.  For additional transparency, ERCOT here describes the concerns with each of the subsequent two proposals, each of which TIEC discussed with ERCOT but were not previously submitted as comments.

In the second TIEC proposal, new definitions for “Severe Customer Impact Risks” and “Significant Customer Impact Risks” were introduced to attempt to categorize the extreme events studied in the Grid Reliability and Resiliency Assessment (GRRA) into one of those two categories.  Each of those categories would be assigned a fixed assumed benefit in dollars (the initial proposal was $7 million for Severe Customer Impact Risk events and $2 million for Significant Customer Impact Risk events).  ERCOT expressed concern that assigning these risk levels to a project and the value of the associated resiliency benefit would be too inherently arbitrary.  In addition, projects addressing resiliency issues in the same extreme event may have different levels of benefits.  For example, in the same extreme event one project may address a loss of load of 100 MW and another project may address a loss of load of 1000 MW, but this proposal would assume the same monetary resiliency benefits for both projects if included in the same category.

In the third TIEC proposal, a scalable formula was developed to address ERCOT’s latter concern with the second proposal.  However, the calculated resiliency benefit was proportional to the percentage of the capital cost of the project that would address the resiliency issue.  Under this proposal a transmission project would be more likely to meet the test the more that the costs are related to resiliency and if the project only had a minimal resiliency aspect it would not pass the threshold.  ERCOT is concerned that in practice it will likely not be possible in many, if not most, instances to cleanly separate which parts of a transmission project are solely there to address a resiliency issue.  Moreover though, ERCOT does not believe that tying the likelihood of approving the project to the extent that it qualifies as a resiliency project comports with how the resiliency “plus factor” is designed in 16 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) § 25.101(b)(3)(A)(iii).
· Assuming that portions of a project could be clearly identified as solely for resiliency, having a project pass of which 90% of the cost is for resiliency and 10% is for reliability or economic would essentially make that a resiliency project.  The Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) was clear in their Order in Project 53403, Review Of Chapter §25.101 Certification Criteria, that resiliency should not be a separate type of transmission project, but rather just a plus factor.[footnoteRef:1]  “Plus” seems to imply that it is not the primary aspect of a project and may even be a relatively minimal aspect of the project. [1:  See Review of Chapter §25.101 Certification Criteria, PUCT Project No. 53403, Order Adopting Amendments to 16 TAC §25.101 as Approved at the November 30, 2022 Open Meeting at 33-34, 36 (Dec. 7, 2022).] 

· Under § 25.101(b)(3)(A)(iii), it is appropriate and necessary to consider the cost effectiveness of the project’s ability to address the resiliency issue and the potential of the project to decrease customer outages, but the “margin” being considered is of the degree to which the economic and reliability tests were not met, not the percentage of the project dedicated to addressing the resiliency issue.

How to best quantify the resiliency benefits is an outstanding question the entire industry is trying to answer.  ERCOT believes that the ERCOT proposal meets the requirements from 16 TAC § 25.101(b)(3)(A)(iii) to use resiliency as a plus factor when evaluating reliability or economic projects.  Once the best practices are established in the industry, ERCOT is open to revisit this and make any improvements as needed.  With the increased need to plan for a reliable and resilient transmission grid, ERCOT urges stakeholders to move this NPRR forward by recommending approval of NPRR1286 as amended by the 8/22/25 ERCOT comments to continue the improvement of the resiliency of the ERCOT System.  
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