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	Comments


Luminary Strategies submits these comments on Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 145 to provide the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) with a consolidated policy roadmap for the upcoming decision with respect to two issues: net metering arrangement and narrow expansion of the batch zero eligibility criteria in light of Provisional Controllable Load Resource (PCLR) and Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Network (WLPUN) projects that otherwise could not make it into batch zero due to inconsistent and bespoke legacy Transmission Service Provider (TSP) processes.
With respect to both issues, TAC has an opportunity to approve a framework that de-risks the Batch Zero framework and avoids picking winners and losers based on arbitrary administrative cutoffs. 
We urge TAC to endorse PGRR145 with the combined language additions proposed by Agentic, Reliant, Cholla, and Vistra with regard to the issues referenced above (Agentic Infrastructure, May 18, 2026; Reliant Energy Retail Services LLC, May 16, 2026; Cholla Petroleum, May 17, 2026; Vistra Operations Company LLC, May 17, 2026).  
High-Stakes Policy Posture for Large Loads 
Recent Vistra comments (Vistra Operations Company LLC, May 17, 2026) stated that “TAC’s challenge, then, is to assess whether there is a “more perfect” configuration that can address the remaining concerns raised while maintaining a reasonable scope of Large Loads studied in Batch Zero that ERCOT can model and receive meaningful results from”.  Unfortunately, Luminary Strategies knows the challenge to be far greater than achieving more perfection. “More perfect” is how we look at pilots, not at fundamental market design that will be immediately binding on the entirety of the ERCOT market. 
The contrast is palpable and significant. The ADER pilot—our beacon in this market for distributed load flexibility—is today approaching a capacity limit of 500 MWs; but just a few years ago, Luminary’s founder was personally fighting for 10 megawatts and advocating – prior  before the formation of the ADER task force – to remove a proposed restriction to limit the pilot to NOIEs. The success we see today, on one hand, makes these fights of the past seem preposterous. On the other hand, a pilot can be expected to defy expectations by experiment, and it is okay to cure problems and add solutions incrementally, grow to be “more perfect”, and acknowledge the imperfection of the past. 
No such experiment is permissible in the case of the Batch Zero rules. We cannot look back at these decisions and remark lightly on how imperfect they were. ERCOT and the market cannot pilot the best solution for large load interconnection, wait around, and then get pleasantly (or unpleasantly) surprised at the uptake. The work of the stakeholder process is to ensure fulsome ex ante policy creation and to design ALL structural  incentives now for uptake on committed large load flexibility related to Batch Zero. We must get this right on the first try because there is no second bite at the apple; we cannot cure a deficient policy solution quickly, after the fact.
So, to expand on Vistra’s observations, Luminary Strategies argues that TAC must de-risk, ex ante, the concerns of projects that are impacted by haphazard legacy TSP processes keeping them out of Batch Zero, while maintaining a manageable study scope. 
We can accomplish this by advancing two clear classes of projects that present limited risk to the Batch Zero process: (1) Provisional Controllable Load Resources (PCLRs) and Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Networks (WLPUNs), and (2) Net Metering Arrangements (NMAs) under PURA § 39.169.
These solutions are supported in recent comments as follows: 
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We also support Eolic’s comments filed on May 18, 2026 to the extent they describe a way to give ERCOT more time to undertake the resulting additional study scope.  Eolic states that it “is providing suggested edits to those filed by Reliant in Section 9.2.1.2(1)(a)(iv) to include the UCS suggested language as it was originally filed, while simultaneously suggesting an edit to Section 9.3.1(2)(b) to add 30 days to the Batch Zero study period where the new deadline would be 5/9/27 rather than the previous ERCOT proposed date of 4/9/27, so that ERCOT staff has the extra time needed to support this additional study scope.”  



I. Support for PCLR and WLPUN Flexibility
Flexible, grid-friendly arrangements like PCLRs and WLPUNs provide significant value, especially in highly congested areas where transmission constraints limit speed to power. We support Reliant's proposal (Reliant Energy Retail Services LLC, May 16, 2026) to narrowly expand the inclusion criteria for studied loads to those associated with a WLPUN or PCLR, which is itself an argument in support of the UCS Proposal. This will greatly reduce the number of additional projects included in Batch Zero and recognize the reduced impact on the transmission system that these arrangements represent, mitigating the impact on the transmission studies. 
We strongly support Agentic's proposed language in Section 6.9(5)(a) (Agentic Infrastructure, May 18, 2026) to allow planned Resources co-located with a PCLR to be included in Batch Zero planning studies at ERCOT's discretion. PCLR loads still pursue on-site capacity to make grid dispatch more manageable. Failing to account for these positive-sum study additions leaves critical grid reliability and deliverability value on the table. It also makes it hard to prop up the financing of assets that are supporting the PCLR’s private commercial arrangements, such as separately metered co-located power generation and/or battery energy storage system facilities. 
II.  Mitigating "Gaming" and "Reneging" Concerns 
ERCOT’s concern that developers might "game" the system by reneging on their PCLR or WLPUN commitments is inconsistent and overstated when compared to the commercial realities at stake that are gated by stringent financial discipline on developer seeking a PCLR/WLPUN path to entry into batch zero. Developers simply cannot advance these projects without putting a massive amount of their own capital at risk—and the rules proposed in Agentic's and Reliant’s comments (Agentic Infrastructure, May 18, 2026; Reliant Energy Retail Services LLC, May 16, 2026), supported by Cholla (Cholla Petroleum, May 17, 2026), make an incredibly clear case that projects attempting to renege on their commitments will get bumped to Batch 1, and lose their 20% down financial security deposits. There is de minimis risk of gaming. To understand why, it helps to look at how these projects are funded: 
· The Debt Limitation: Large load interconnections require massive financial deposits, typically secured via a Letter of Credit (LC) facility from a bank. Commercial lenders and debt providers are highly risk-averse; they want the non-refundable, 20% at-risk portion of the deposit to be covered entirely by the developer's sponsor equity.
· The Sponsor Equity Requirement: Equity is at risk. There are few, if any, debt providers willing to finance a deposit where 20% is non-refundable, unless the cost of capital is incredibly expensive and equity-like. Therefore, to secure the LC facility, developers must post sponsor equity for that at-risk piece. No developer is going to willingly enter the Batch Zero study process, risk 20% of their own equity, and then renege just to face a financial penalty and be delayed to the next batch. There is absolutely no financial incentive to do this; if a developer wanted the timeline of Batch 1, they would have simply entered Batch 1 initially.
There is nothing stopping ERCOT from creating supplemental due diligence certifications to allay this concern—but it should not be an ephemeral, unproven reason to block the entry of PCLR and WLPUN arrangements under the narrow criteria expansion proposed by Reliant and others.
II. Fair Treatment for Mature NMAs (Vistra & BKV)
A fairness argument unites the PCLR/WLPUN projects and the PURA § 39.169 NMAs: both suffer from legacy TSP processes and risk getting bumped out of Batch Zero unfairly. We support the streamlined proposals from Vistra and BKV (Vistra Operations Company LLC, May 17, 2026; BKV Corporation, May 18, 2026) to include known PURA § 39.169 NMAs with a 2028 initial energization date as load to be studied and allocated. 
· Statutory Alignment: As BKV points out (BKV Corporation, May 18, 2026), PURA § 39.169(d) establishes a specific statutory timing framework for ERCOT’s review of proposed NMAs. The statutory trigger is ERCOT’s receipt of required information regarding the arrangement, not the completion of a later Batch cycle. Stranding mature NMAs by closing the legacy LLIS path creates a timing mismatch with the statute. 
· Quantifiable Low Risk & Resources: Unlike broader expansions, including these mature NMAs is said to be manageable. Vistra's comments (Vistra Operations Company LLC, May 17, 2026) stated that the total PURA § 39.169 NMA population is likely ~5% of the total Large Load Queue. Because some of these are already included as base load or studied load for allocation, the incremental load addition to Batch Zero likely represents well below 5% of the Large Load Queue—which we believe is roughly 10 to 15 GW. ERCOT will not blow the process open by admitting this bounded set of projects. 
We would also welcome ERCOT’s feedback on the size of the incremental studied load they believe they would receive by accepting these proposed changes. This information will help TAC make an informed assessment and also aid the consideration of changes to the Revised Impact Assessment for PGRR145. 
Conclusion
TAC has an opportunity to approve a framework that de-risks the Batch Zero framework and avoids picking winners and losers based on arbitrary administrative cutoffs. TAC is not situated to run this rules approval process and make a board recommendation based on hypotheticals, fear of the unknown, and all the other classic foibles of cementing a new market design as if it were the beginnings of a pilot.  
We urge TAC to endorse PGRR145 with the combined language additions proposed by Agentic, Reliant, Cholla, and Vistra with regard to the issues referenced above (Agentic Infrastructure, May 18, 2026; Reliant Energy Retail Services LLC, May 16, 2026; Cholla Petroleum, May 17, 2026; Vistra Operations Company LLC, May 17, 2026).  
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