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	Comments


The Texas Advanced Energy Business Alliance (TAEBA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 1337.  TAEBA supports ERCOT’s objective of ensuring that Emergency Response Service (ERS) Resources provide timely, incremental reliability value following an ERCOT deployment instruction. However, several provisions should be revised to avoid unnecessarily excluding Resources that can provide valuable response.

Time Period Availability
TAEBA supports evaluating availability separately for each ERS Time Period.  This change will prevent strong availability during one Time Period from offsetting poor availability during another and will better measure whether ERS capacity is available when ERCOT expects to rely upon it.
Resource-Level Availability and Squaring
TAEBA opposes evaluating every individual ERS Resource without first considering the performance of the Qualified Scheduling Entity’s (QSE) portfolio.

The QSE contracts with ERCOT and is responsible for managing its portfolio to deliver the procured ERS response.  Stronger performance from one Resource may appropriately offset modest underperformance from another while the portfolio still delivers the response ERCOT contracted to receive.

ERCOT should retain the current structure of evaluating the QSE portfolio first and reviewing individual Resource performance when the portfolio fails its availability requirement.  This preserves the QSE’s ability to manage its portfolio while allowing ERCOT to address individual underperformance when it affects delivery of the contracted service.

TAEBA is also concerned about squaring the Availability Factor of a Resource that falls below the 95-percent threshold.  Squaring magnifies relatively modest underperformance and may result in disproportionate payment, suspension, and reinstatement consequences.  The 7/21/26 Enel comments similarly oppose individual Resource evaluation regardless of portfolio performance and request clarification that Resource-level Availability Factor changes apply to QSE payment calculations. 

TAEBA recommends that ERCOT:

· Evaluate QSE portfolio availability separately for each ERS Time Period;

· Conduct Resource-level evaluations when a QSE fails its portfolio requirement;

· Remove or revise the proposal to square Resource-level Availability Factors; and

· Appropriately calibrate suspension and reinstatement consequences.

Alternate Baseline Test
TAEBA supports ERCOT’s objective of preventing highly price-responsive Loads from receiving ERS compensation for reductions that would occur without an ERCOT instruction.  TAEBA therefore does not oppose a properly designed Alternate Baseline Test (ABT).

However, the Default Baseline fit analysis should not prevent a Resource from undergoing the ABT.  Under ERCOT’s proposal, a Resource that satisfies the minimum fit threshold for any Default Baseline cannot proceed to the ABT, even if it could pass the test designed to identify the price-responsive behavior ERCOT seeks to exclude.

TAEBA supports the compromise proposed in the 7/27/26 Coalition comments.  ERCOT should provide the QSE with the results of the Default Baseline fit analysis, after which the QSE may select a Default Baseline or request the ABT.  A Resource that passes the ABT should be permitted to use the Alternate Baseline; a Resource that fails should use a qualifying Default Baseline or withdraw from ERS. 

This approach would preserve ERCOT oversight while avoiding the exclusion of Resources capable of providing incremental response.

ERCOT should also account for industrial customers that offer only a curtailable portion of their facility load.  Evaluating the facility’s entire load may obscure the characteristics of the portion offered into ERS and force otherwise capable Resources to install additional submetering or leave the program.  Where practicable, ERCOT should apply the ABT to the load and ERS Time Periods offered by the Resource or establish an additional qualification pathway for partially curtailable Loads.

Price-Event Threshold and Transparency
ERCOT initially evaluated the ABT using three consecutive 15-minute intervals at $80/MWh but now proposes two consecutive intervals at $150/MWh.  TAEBA recommends retaining the $80/MWh threshold unless ERCOT publishes additional analysis demonstrating that a higher threshold is necessary.

Before revising the threshold, ERCOT should provide comparative backcast results showing how alternative thresholds affect the number, type, and megawatts of Resources that would pass or fail the ABT.

TAEBA recognizes that the numerical threshold may need periodic adjustment. However, the methodology for establishing and revising it should be included in the Protocols, and material changes should be supported by published analysis and meaningful stakeholder review.

The core ABT requirements should also be codified in the Protocols rather than maintained primarily in concept papers, presentations, or Other Binding Documents.  At a minimum, the Protocols should specify:

· When the ABT applies;

· The qualifying price-event methodology;

· The reference-load and reduction criteria;

· The pass/fail standards;

· The timing and communication of results; and

· The process for reevaluating a Resource.

ERCOT should consolidate ERS-related Other Binding Documents where practicable and establish a transparent stakeholder process for material revisions.

Conclusion
TAEBA supports ERCOT’s objective of ensuring that ERS provides timely and incremental reliability value. TAEBA recommends that ERCOT:

· Adopt ERS Time Period-level availability evaluation;

· Preserve QSE portfolio-level management before applying Resource-level consequences;

· Revise the Resource-level squaring, suspension, and reinstatement provisions;

· Allow Resources that pass the ABT to use the Alternate Baseline;

· Establish an appropriate pathway for partially curtailable Loads;

· Retain the $80/MWh threshold unless further analysis supports a change; and

· Place the core ABT methodology and governance requirements in the Protocols.

The unanimous WMS vote requesting that PRS continue to table NPRR1337 further demonstrates the need to resolve these issues before the NPRR advances. 

TAEBA appreciates ERCOT’s consideration of these comments and looks forward to continued stakeholder engagement on NPRR1337.
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