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	Comments


Respondent submits these comments in response to several stakeholder filings in Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 145. Respondent generally supports the comments submitted by ERCOT on April 30, 2026 in 145PGRR-63, which add helpful clarification to the treatment of security for system upgrades and reduce general compliance risk for load customers subject to §§9.2.1.1 and 9.2.1.2, and offers the following limited observations on additional refinements and further stakeholder comments filed in this proceeding.
Comments on ERCOT’s Proposed Batch Zero Study Methodology changes in 9.3.2(1):  Respondent appreciates ERCOT’s efforts in developing the Batch Zero methodology and respectfully offers the following observation regarding the proposed revision to Section 9.3.2(1) in ERCOT's April 30, 2026 comments (145PGRR-63), under which only “bookend” study cases in alternating even or odd years would be evaluated for Batch Zero and subsequent batches. While Respondent recognizes the administrative efficiencies this approach is intended to achieve, it may have the unintended effect of restricting the energization timelines of Large Load customers whose required transmission improvements are scheduled for in-service dates in years not captured by the study cadence. Retaining annual study cases would mitigate this concern, support timely energization, and spread cost recovery across a broader load base, thereby reducing rate impacts. Respondent further notes that the proposed approach may be difficult to reconcile with the objectives of Senate Bill 6, as it could impede economic development and raise stranded cost risk to ratepayers without a corresponding reliability benefit. Accordingly, Respondent respectfully requests that ERCOT consider preserving the annual study case construct for Batch Zero studied load, with each large load customer’s Load Commissioning Plan reflecting a refined ramp schedule aligned with the in-service dates of associated transmission improvements.
Comments on Contract for Power §9.2.1.1(1)(e)(v): Respondent supports the April 30, 2026 comments of Monarch Energy in 145PGRR-64 and TEBA in 145PGRR-61 with respect to §9.2.1.1(1)(e)(v). The requirement to attest to a power supply arrangement sufficient to satisfy the Load Commissioning Plan is premature and unduly constrains the customer’s ability to finalize procurement closer to energization, consistent with prevailing practice for large load developments of this scale. It also exposes the Interconnecting Large Load Entity (ILLE) to compliance risk arising from circumstances outside its control, including the readiness of serving cooperatives and municipally owned utilities to act as counterparty. The provision is in any event duplicative of the financial security, CIAC, equipment, and construction milestone tests already embedded in PGRR145, which more reliably indicate project viability without intruding on the procurement flexibility that defines ERCOT’s competitive retail market. Respondent joins Monarch and TEBA in recommending that §9.2.1.1(1)(e)(v) be deleted.
Comments on Contract with End Use Customer in §9.2.1.1(1)(f)(iii): Respondent further supports the comments of Monarch Energy in 145PGRR-64 and Rowan Digital Infrastructure LLC in 145PGRR-62 recommending removal of the end-use customer contract requirement in §9.2.1.1(1)(f)(iii). The provision is circular: the ILLE must attest to a binding end-use customer relationship before ERCOT issues its Batch Zero classification, yet counterparties cannot reasonably commit until the regulatory status, allocated capacity, and energization timing produced by that process are confirmed. The requirement thus conditions eligibility on a contractual posture the proceeding itself precludes the ILLE from finalizing. The requirement is also duplicative of the financial security and development milestone tests already embedded in PGRR145. Respondent recommends that §9.2.1.1(1)(f)(iii) be deleted.
Comments on Proposed RPG ‘Deemed-Approval’ Date: Respondent has reviewed Oncor's April 27, 2026 comments in 145PGRR-56 proposing that RPG study validity under §9.2.1.4(4)(b) be measured against the date the ERCOT Independent Review (EIR) “should have been completed” under the suggested 150-day timeline in Protocol §3.11.4.7(1)(c). Operative Protocol language referenced in these comments is found below:
“ERCOT will attempt to complete its independent review for a project in 150 days or less.  If ERCOT is unable to complete its independent review based on RPG input within 150 days, ERCOT shall notify the RPG of the expected completion time.”
The proposed comments present two key issues: First, the Protocols contain no provision requiring ERCOT to complete the EIR within 150 days, and a plain reading of the operative language does not support that interpretation. Second, retroactively imposing ‘deemed approval’ treatment on dozens of pending load projects would likely compromise study validity for every other load customer proceeding in reliance on Planning Guide §9, which remains the sole binding guideline governing the treatment of large load projects.
Limiting relief to RPG-track load projects while leaving similarly situated LLIS-pathway loads without parallel timeline and deemed-approval accommodation is difficult to defend on principle, particularly given that the timeline obligations in Planning Guide §9.4 are arguably more definitive. Applied evenhandedly, the premise that a missed deadline should be considered satisfied would result in a substantial volume of long-pending LLIS studies being deemed approved, as many load customers in that study regime have endured processing delays well in excess of the timelines cited in Oncor's comments without the relief now proposed — a point Respondent raised in PGRR138 but agreed to table to allow PGRR145 to proceed without the distraction of competing proposals to modify Planning Guide §9. Because 145PGRR-56 is narrowly drafted and would extend relief to only a limited subset of affected customers, the proposed remedy would be inequitable, would create more disparity than it resolves, and would be administratively unworkable at this juncture. Respondent accordingly opposes the modifications to §9.2.1.4(4)(b) proposed in 145PGRR-56.
Comments on LCP Interaction with System Upgrade Timing: Respondent has reviewed the comments submitted by Eolic Development Partners on May 1, 2026 in 145PGRR-66 and concurs with the position advanced therein, including the proposed method of handling RPG and LCP timelines. As Eolic correctly observes, ERCOT’s April 23rd proposed language in Section 9.2.1.1(2)(c)(ii), which would impose a default 2034 in-service date for any transmission improvement not reflected in the latest Transmission Project Information Tracking (TPIT) report, is unworkable as drafted because TSPs, as a general practice, do not submit TPIT entries for Tier 1 or Tier 2 RPG projects until after ERCOT Board approval, and similarly do not enter LCP-related upgrades until after Section 9.5 approval. This issue is compounded by the operative TPIT timing, as the June 1, 2026 TPIT (the only edition available for Batch Zero) closed for TSP updates on March 27, 2026, and the next cycle will not publish until October 1, 2026, well after ERCOT requires the data. Respondent therefore supports Eolic’s proposal that, for any RPG approval or LCP determination occurring after March 4, 2026, ERCOT rely on the Planned In-Service dates stated in the final RPG report or LCP table, while preserving ERCOT’s proposed TPIT method for all approvals prior to that date.
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