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CONFIDENTIAL-FILING MEMORANDUM

TO: Presiding Officer

FROM: Skybox Datacenters LLC and Texas Data Center Campus Power, LLC
DATE: October 23, 2026

RE: PUC Docket No.  — Complaint of Skybox Deatacenters LLC Against the

Flectric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc.

Skybox Datacenters LLC and Texas Data Center Campus Power, LLC (collectively “Skybox™)
designates Complaint ot Skybox Datacenters LLC Against the Electric Reliability Council of

Texas, Inc. as partially confidential.

This filing consists of references to confidential financial information, contract terms, customer-
specific competitive information, and other Skybox projects not at issue in this proceeding. The
Bates-stamped pages of the filing consist of contidential material on Bates pages: 2; 12; 13; 18;

19;21; 22; 26; 28; 29; 83-91; 93-95; and 104.

The tollowing pages contain redactions for the reasons stated below:
e Bates page 2:
o Bates page 2 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-specific
information protected by ERCOT Protecols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning Guide §
9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.
e Bates page 12:
o Bates page 12 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.
¢ Bates page 13:
o Bates page 13 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.
¢ Bates page 18:



o Bates page 18 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.

Bates page 19:

o Bates page 19 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.

Bates page 21:

o Bates page 21 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.

Bates page 22:

o Bates page 22 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.

Bates page 26:

o Bates page 26 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.

Bates page 28:

o Bates page 28 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.

Bates page 29:

o Bates page 29 contains reference to Skybox's nonpublic, sensitive, customer-
specific information protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning
Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110.

Skybox’s Confidential Exhibit S (Bates pages 83-91):

o Confidential Exhibit S contains references to other unrelated projects and to the

amount of financial security posted by Skybox. These references constitute

nonpublic, sensitive, customer-specific information protected by ERCOT



Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning Guide § 9.1(3), and Tex. Gov’t Code §§
552,101 and 552.110. Skybox has redacted protected information.
o Skybox’s Confidential Exhibit U (Bates page 93-95):

o Confidential Exhibit U contains references to other unrelated projects. These
references constitute nonpublic, sensitive, customer-specific information
protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning Guide § 9.1(3), and
Tex. Gov't Code §§ 552.101 and 552.110. Skybox has redacted protected
information.

e Skybox’s Confidential Exhibit Y (Bates page 104):

o Confidential Exhibit Y contains a reference to another unrelated project. This
reference constitutes nonpublic, sensitive, customer-specific information
protected by ERCOT Protocols § 1.3.1.1, ERCOT Planning Guide § 9.1(3), and
Tex. Gov’t Code §§ 552,101 and 552.110. Skybox has redacted protected

information.

Select the applicable box below:
[X] Protected Material
[] Highly Sensitive Protected Material

[] Not Applicable (A protective order has not been issued in the proceeding)

Skybox acknowledges that the confidential filing status of these documents may be subject to

challenge by another party in the proceeding or by the Presiding Officer.

Respecttully submitted on October 23, 2026,

Juliana Sersen

State Bar No. 24046474
Sidne Finke

State Bar No. 24131870
Kyle Zagon
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Qctober 23, 2026
Filing Clerk
Public Utility Commission of Texas
1701 North Congress Avenue, Suite 7-110
Austin, Texas 78701
Re:  Docket No. — Complaint of Skybox Datacenters LL( Againsi the

Flectric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc.

Dear Filing Clerk:

Please be advised that Exhibits A, D, E, G, H, W, and Al contain third-party protected
information that is not relevant to this proceeding and that Skybox Datacenters LLC (“Skybox™)
and Texas Data Center Campus Power, LLC 18 not permitted to disclose. Skybox received these
documents fully or partially redacted and made additional redactions to prevent disclosure of third-
party proprietary information.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Respectfully,

Juliana Sersen

State Bar No. 24046474

Sidne Finke

State Bar No. 24131870

Kyle Zagon

State Bar No. 24156538
BAKER BOTTS LL.P.

401 South 1* Street, Suite 1300
Austin, Texas 78704
512.322.2500 (phone)
Juliana.sersen(@bakerbotts.com
Sidne.finke(@bakerbotts.com
Kyle zagon{@bakerbotts.com
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DOCKET NO.

COMPLAINT OF SKYBOX § PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
DATACENTERS LLC AGAINST THE §

ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL § OF TEXAS

OF TEXAS, INC. §

§

COMPLAINT OF SKYBOX DATACENTERS LLC REGARDING
ERCOT’S RECLASSIFICATION OF BZ-465 FROM BASE LOAD

TO THE HONORABLE CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS OF THE PUBLIC UTILITY
COMMISSION OF TEXAS:

L EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In accordance with 16 Texas Administrative Code (“TAC”) § 22.251, Texas Data Center
Campus Power, LLC (“TDCCP”), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Skybox Datacenters LLC
(collectively, “Skybox” or “Complainant”) challenges Electric Reliability Council of Texas, In¢.’s
(“ERCOT™) September 3, 2026 provisional classification of its proposed . MW data center,
identitied by ERCOT as LLI-2233 and BZ-465 (the “Project™), as Studied/Allocated Load under
Planning Guide § 9.2.1.2 rather than Base Load under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(f). ERCOT
determined that the Project’s previously approved stability study was invalid because 1t omitted
nineteen (19) additional Large Loads that ERCOT identified after reviewing and approving that
study.

On September 3, 2026, ERCOT provided the Project’s Interconnecting Transmission
Service Provider (“TSP”), Oncor Electric Delivery Company LLC (“Oncor”), with a notice
containing ERCOT’s Batch Zero provisional classification of the Project citing tailure to satisty

the study-validity requirements of Planning Guide § 9.2.1 4! Skybox, through Oncor, challenged

! Exhibit P.



ERCOT’s provisional classification through the Batch Zero dispute process under § 9.3.1(2)(a)(1).
At the September 15, 2026 dispute meeting, ERCOT stated that it reclassified the Project as
Studied/Allocated Load because Oncor did not submit an updated stability study? by July 10, 2026,
tollowing ERCOT’s June 30, 2026 request. On September 18, 2026, ERCOT denied the dispute,
notifying Oncor and Skybox that the Project “remains classified as a studied load.”

The Complaint challenges ERCOT’s dispute determination that the omission of nineteen
(19) additional Large Loads from the Project’s previously approved stability study renders that
study invalid. ERCOT identified those additional loads and made the restudy request after the
Project satisfied Planning Guide §§ 9.4 and 9.5 (currently §§ 9.9 and 9.10) requirements, and after
reviewing and approving the Project’s stability study.* As demonstrated in this Complaint,
ERCOT’s stated grounds do not establish invalidity under the governing study-validity
methodology prescribed by § 9.2.1.4. Proper application of that methodology establishes that the
Project has complete and valid interconnection studies, and that the Project satisties the
requirements for Base Load classification under the Planning Guide.

Complainant therefore requests that the Commission reverse ERCOT’s dispute
determination and direct ERCOT to correct the Project’s provisional Batch Zero classitication and
reinstate 1ts Base Load status under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(f). Pending resolution of this

Complaint, Complainant also requests interim protection under 16 Texas Administrative Code

2 A large load stability study is intended 1o ¢valuate whether the proposed load’s inlerconneclion may impact
ERCOT System stability during and lollowing disturbances. and Lo identily any Lransmission improvements or other
miligation nceded 1o addrcss stability risks associated with the Large Load. See ERCOT Planning Guide § 9.8.4.3(3)—
(3) (describing stabilily analvsis and mitigation undcr the former LLTS process); see also Id, $§§ 9.3.1(1) and 9.3.2(1),
(4) (addrcssing slability screening and reliability impacts in the Balch Zero Tnicrconnection Study).

* Exhibit O.
1 Exhibit A and Exhibit 1.



(“TAC”) § 22.251(j), including suspension of implementation of the disputed classification to the

extent necessary to preserve the Commission’s ability to grant meaningful relief.

IL IDENTIFICATION OF THE PARTIES

In accordance with 16 TAC § 22.251(e)(2)A), Skybox provides the tollowing complete
list of all complainants and the entities against whom Skybox seeks relief and the contact
information of the parties’ counsel or other representatives.

The names and addresses of the Complainant and its authorized representatives are as

follows:
Haynes Strader Juliana Sersen
Chief Development Officer Sidne Finke
Travis Young Kyle Zagon
Chief Financial Officer Baker Botts L L.P.
Skybox Datacenters LLC 401 S, Tst St., Suite 1300
3131 Turtle Creek Blvd., Suite 650 Austin, Texas 78704
Dallas, Texas 75219 Office: (512) 322-2500
Office: (214) 731-4000 Facsimile: (512) 322-2501
Email: haynesi@skyboxdatacenters.com Email; Juliana.Sersen(@bakerbotts.com
Email: travist@skyboxdatacenters.com Email: Sidne Finkef@bakerbotts.com

Email: Kyle. Zagonibakerbotts.com

Travis Young

Authorized Signatory

Texas Data Center Campus Power, LLC
3131 Turtle Creek Blvd., Suite 650
Dallas, Texas 75219

Office: (214) 731-4000

Email: travis@skyboxdatacenters.com

The entity against whom Complainant seeks relief, ERCOT, and its representatives are as follows:

Chad V. Seely

Senior Vice President, Regulatory Policy, General Counsel, Chief Compliance Officer,
and Corporate Secretary

Brandon Gleason

Vice President, Legal and Compliance

Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc.

8000 Metropolis Drive (Bldg. E), Suite 100

Austin, Texas 78744

Office: (512) 248-6800



Email: Chad.Seelyv@ercot.com
FEmail: Brandon.Glcason‘@crcot.com

As the Project’s Interconnecting TSP, Skybox lists Oncor as an interested party to this proceeding,
and its representatives are as tollows:

Jaren Taylor

Attorney for Oncor Electric Delivery Company LLC
Vinson & Elkins LLP

2001 Ross Avenue, Suite 3900

Dallas, Texas 75201

Office: (214) 220-7754

jarentaylor(@velaw.com

1. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
A, UNDERLYING OR RELATED PROCEEDINGS

There are no prior or pending related proceedings relating to ERCOT’s reclassification of
the Project from Base Load under Planning Guide § 9.2.1. 1(1)(f) to Studied/Allocated Load under
Planning Guide § 9.2.1.2. On September 11, 2026, Skybox submitted a dispute to ERCOT under
Planning Guide § 9.3.1(2)(a)(i), which ERCOT denied on September 18, 2026.° On October 6,
2026, ERCOT and Skybox agreed to waive the Alternative Dispute Resolution (“ADR”) process
with respect to ERCOT’s Batch Zero conditional reclassification of the Project under ERCOT
Protocol § 20.5(7).% As such, this Complaint is the first formal proceeding before the Public Utility
Commission of Texas (‘PUCT” or *Commission”) concerning ERCOT’s reclassification of the

Project.

* Exhibit O.
¢ Exhibit F.



B. AFFECTED ENTITIES

The entities directly atfected by the Commission’s decision are: Skybox, the ILLE;

ERCOT, whose conduct is challenged; and Oncor, the Project’s Interconnecting TSP,

C. CONDUCT FROM WHICH SKYBOX SEEKS RELIEF

Complainant challenges ERCOT’s September 18, 2026 denial of Skybox’s Planning Guide
§ 9.3.1 dispute and ERCOT’s underlying decision to reclassify the Project from Base Load under
Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)Xf) to Studied/Allocated Load under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.2, based
on ERCOT’s assertion that Skybox failed to complete a stability restudy that ERCOT requested

on June 30, 2026.

D. APPLICABLE ERCOT PROCEDURES, PROTOCOLS, OPERATING GUIDES,
OR LAW

The applicable ERCOT procedures, protocols, operating guides, and law include: ERCOT
Planning Guide § 9.2.1. 1{1)(f) (Eligibility Criteria for Inclusion of a Large Load as Base Load not
Subject to Additional Study in the Batch Zero Process), § 9.2.1.2 (Eligibility Criteria for Inclusion
as Load to be Studied and Allocated in Batch Zero), § 9.2.1.4 (Evaluation of Existing
Interconnection Studies for Large Loads), § 9.3.1 (Batch Zero Process Overview and Timelines),
§ 9.9 (former § 9.4) (Legacy LLIS Report and Follow-up), § 9.10 (former § 9.5) (Legacy
Interconnection Agreements and Responsibilities); ERCOT Protocols § 20.1(1) (Applicability), §
20.3 (Exhaustion of Other Dispute Resolution Procedures), § 20.4 (Initiation of ADR
Proceedings), § 20.5 (Alternative Dispute Resolution Process), 16 TAC § 22.251 (Review of

ERCOT Conduct); and PURA § 39.151 (Essential Organizations).



E. USE OF APPLICABLE ERCOT PROCEDURES OR EXCEPTION

Under 16 TAC § 22.251(d)}1}XB), a complaint can be filed directly with the Commission
if “the complainant is not required to comply with the Applicable ERCOT Procedures.” On
October 6, 20206, pursuant to ERCOT Protocol § 20.5(7), ERCOT and Skybox agreed in writing
to waive the ADR process with respect to ERCOT’s Batch Zero conditional reclassification of the
Project and expressly provided that such agreement completed the ADR proceeding.” Thus,

Skybox is permitted to seek relief from the Commission under 16 TAC § 22.251.

F. REQUEST FOR SUSPENSION OF ERCOT CONDUCT

Complainant seeks suspension of ERCOT’s reclassification of the Project while this
Complaint 1s pending, pursuant to 16 TAC § 22.251(). Specifically, Complainant seeks

reinstatement of the Project’s Batch Zero classification as Base Load under Planning Guide §

9.2.1.1(1)(f).

G. JURISDICTION

The Commission has jurisdiction under PURA § 39.151(d) and (d-4)(6), including its
authority to oversee ERCOT and resolve disputes between ERCOT and attected persons. This
Complaint is authorized by 16 TAC § 22.251(a), (c)(1), and (c)(2). 1t challenges ERCOT’s
application of its Planning Guide in performing its certified functions. Complainant seeks to

invoke the Commission’s authority to order appropriate corrective relief under § 22.251(p).

* Exhibit F.



V.

TIMELINESS OF FILING AND PRESERVATION OF APPEAL RIGHTS

A formal complaint under 16 TAC § 22.251 must be filed within 35 days of the ERCOT

conduct that is the subject of the Complaint.® Planning Guide § 9.3.1(2)(a)(i) addresses disputes

regarding Base Load reclassification to Studied/Allocated Load. The provision expressly

contemplates that an ILLE may dispute a provisional classification if it believes the classification

was based on “incomplete or inaccurate information.” ERCOT issued its classification notice on

or about September 3, 2026 and subsequently denied Skybox’s Planning Guide § 9.3.1 challenge

on September 18, 2026.' Thirty-tive calendar days from September 18, 2026 is October 23, 2026;

therefore, this Complaint is timely filed.

V.

STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED FOR COMMISSION REVIEW

Skybox presents the following issues tor Commission review:

(1

(4)

(3)

Whether ERCOT erred in reclassifying BZ-465 from Base Load under Planning
Guide § 9.2.1.1(1){f) to Studied/Allocated Load under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.2 on
the stated basis that BZ-465 “Fails Planning Guide Section 9.2.1.4 — Study
Validity.”

Whether the Project’s studies are deemed complete and valid without additional
review under § 9.2.1.4(3)(b), read with §§ 9.1(6)~(7), and, if so, whether §
0.2.1.4(4) 1s inapplicable.

Whether § 9.2.1.4, which evaluates the completeness and validity of “previous™ and
“existing” studies, permits ERCOT to condition Base Load eligibility under §
0.2.1.1(1){t)(1) on completion of a newly requested restudy.

Whether ERCOT changed the applicable study area and relied on omissions
resulting from that change to invalidate approved studies without a sufficient legal,
factual, or procedural basis.

Whether ERCOT had authority under former Planning Guide § 9.4(8) (now §
9.9(9)) to require a restudy of BZ-465’s stability study, including whether any
“material change” impacting the LLIS study assumptions actually “occurred” and

16 TAC §22.251(0)(1).
* Planming Guide § 9.3.120a){).
v Exhibit O.



(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

whether ERCOT made that determination in collaboration with Oncor as the lead
TSP.

Whether ERCOT improperly treated completion or review of the June 30 stability
restudy by July 10 as an independent Batch Zero eligibility requirement under
Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(f).

Whether ERCOT applied the ranking, study-area, and study-inclusion methodology
described in § 9.2.1.4(4)(b)-(e).

Whether ERCOT used the correct qualifying dates, comparison set, and tie-breaker
results for the Project and each load it contends ranked ahead of the Project,
including whether an earlier-listed load was determined to have valid studies before
being used under paragraph (4)(e).

Whether ERCOT departed from the consultative process required by § 9.2.1.4(2)
and former Planning Guide § 9.4(8) by sending its June 30, 2026 request to a
general Oncor email address unaffiliated with the BZ-465 study team, rather than
to Skybox or the designated Oncor project contacts who had maintained consistent
contact with ERCOT,

Whether Oncor’s October 6, 2026 supplemental stability study, which reaffirmed
the finding in Oncor’s August 8, 2025 stability study that the Project would have
no adverse dynamic stability impact, confirms that no reliability basis exists for
ERCOT’s reclassification of the Project to Studied/Allocated Load.

VI CRITICAL BACKGROUND

Since early 2024, Skybox has pursued interconnection for the Project through Oncor, its

Interconnecting TSP, actively participated in ERCOT’s stakeholder process for Planning Guide

Revision Request (“PGRR™) 145, Baich Zero Process for Large Load Interconnections, and the

Commission’s rulemaking in Project No. 58481, Rulemaking to Implement Large Load

Interconnection Standards Under PURA § 37.0561; and engaged directly with ERCOT personnel

and Commission staff to help ensure that large load interconnection requirements are informed by

complete and accurate information and fulfill Senate Bill (“SB™) 6°s directive to “support business



development 1n this state while minimizing the potential for stranded infrastructure costs and
maintaining system reliability "

As described below, the Project satisfied the applicable study and commitment
requirements betore July 10, 2026. ERCOT was required to evaluate the validity of the Project’s
existing studies under the methodology prescribed by Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4, using the
applicable study area and qualifying comparison loads. The Planning Guide does not permit the
absence of a completed restudy to be used as an independent basis to render studies invalid.
Accordingly, the Commission should reverse ERCOT’s reclassification and restore the Project’s
Base Load status under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(f).

Critically, any question regarding the Project’s stability has since been resolved.
On October 6, 2026, Oncor performed and submitted to ERCOT a new PSS/E dynamic stability
study for the Project, using 2028 summer peak and 2029 high-reliability minimum load cases that
incorporate many of the nearby Large Loads relevant to the study area.!? The study found no
instability, no significant load loss, and no adverse dynamic stability impact for any simulated
contingency.** The Project’s stability has thus been confirmed twice—by ERCOT’s own approval
and by Oncor’s October 6 study—and no remaining reliability concern has been identified.

The Project also has the unwavering support of its host community. In a joint letter to
Governor Abbott, the Commission, and ERCOT, the City of Wichita Falls, acting through its
Mayor and City Manager, and Forward Wichita Falls, the City’s economic development

organization, jointly attested that Skybox has acted in good faith and has met the expectations

11 Public Utility Regulaiory Act (PURA), Tex, Util, Code § 37.0561(b).
12 Exhibit W.
13 id.

10



Governor Abbott set for data center projects in his August 3, 2026 directive.!* The letter
specifically recognizes that Skybox has fully cooperated with the Commission’s and ERCOT’s
information requests, has been transparent about the Project’s electrical demand, 1s using an
etficient water and cooling design, and has actively taken measures to minimize impacts on the
community.!® Notably, Skybox has done so without seeking any local incentives or tax breaks.'®
Because the Project has complete, valid interconnection studies, ERCOT s reclassification of the
Project was erroneous under the Planning Guide, and the Project should not have been reclassified
from Base Load to Studied/Allocated Load. Accordingly, Skybox respectfully requests that the
Commission grant its requested relief and restore the Project’s Base Load classification. Skybox
also requests the suspension of ERCOT’s reclassification of the Project, resulting in the Project’s
reinstatement in ERCOT’s Batch Zero as Base Load, while this Complaint is pending. Because
ERCQT’s Batch Zero Eligibility Verification Report is due December 10, 2026, Skybox requests
a ruling on suspension by December 1, 2026, and shortened response deadlines under 16 TAC §
22.251((1)."7

e A, March 28, 2024: Skybox submitted a Load Questionnaire to Oncor for the
Project."

e September 3, 2024: Skybox submitted an initial dynamic model to Oncor for the
Project.'

e May 2, 2025 Oncor submitted to ERCOT a Relability Impact Assessment (“RIA™)
presenting the steady-state and short-circuit study results for the Project and another
nearby load studied together, and requested separate Large Load Interconnection

' Exhibit V.
U rd,
16 jed. at 2.

7 Project No. 39142, ERCOT Updale lor September 11, 2026 Open Meceling — Batch Zero and State and
Community Tmpact RFT Responses at 7 (Sept. 11, 2026).

¥ Exhibit AF.
1® Exhibit AN,

11



(“LLI”) numbers for the two projects. Oncor further advised that the stability study
remained in progress and would be submitted upon completion.?

e May 22, 2025: In response to Oncor’s May 2, 2025 submission and request, ERCOT
provided Oncor with the Project’s Large Load Identifier: LL1-2233 and requested lcad
ramp, locational, planning upgrade, and MVAR information for the Project.”!

e May 28, 2025; ERCOT requested a month-by-month load ramp for the Project. Skybox
provided the requested information the same day.??

e June 9, 2025 Oncor responded to ERCOT’s May 22, 2025 request for information
regarding the Project.?

o June 10, 2025: The stability study for the Project was submitted to ERCOT.
e August 8, 2025 ERCOT approved the Project’s stability study ?*

e August 22, 2025: Skybox submitted the DWG, PSCAD, and updated dynamic model
for the full il MW **

e September 30, 20235: Skybox signed an Interim FEA with Oncor.?°
e October 14, 2025; Skybox funded the Interim FEA with EE-,27

o October 15, 2025: ERCOT cenfirmed receipt of all necessary documents and medels
for the Project.

e November 4, 2025: Skybox closed on the land, executed a - ground lease,
ordered substation equipment, and commenced preconstruction activities.

e November 17, 2025; Skybox entered into a $_ Discretionary Service
Agreement (“DSA”) with Oncor covering engineering work and deposits tor long-lead
switch equipment.?®

¢ December 12, 2025 Skybox satisfied Planning Guide § 9.5 for the Project (before
Planning Guide § 9 became ettective under PGRR115). Specifically, Skybox:

o Executed a Facilities Extension Agreement (“FEA™) with Oncor;

2" Exhibit AE.
2 id

*2 Exhibit AH.
2 Exhibit AL.
** Exhibit A.
23 Exhibit AM.
*¢ Exhibil AK.
27 Exhibit AJ.
*® Exhibit AQ.

12



o Provided $- in financial security to Oncor; and
o Satisfied Oncor’s pre-interconnection requirements.?
e December 15, 2025, Planning Guide § 9 became effective under PGRR115 %

e May 8, 2026: ERCOT concurred with Oncor’s 04/29/2026 notice that the Project was
again confirmed to have met § 9.5.°' As noted above, the Project met § 9.5 in December
2025—before PGRR 115 became effective and before § 9.5 existed.

e June 24, 2026;

o ERCOT approved the Project’s steady-state study (tollowing six (6) steady-
state restudies);

o ERCOT reaffirmed its August 2025 approval of the Project’s stability study;
and

o  ERCOT noted that it was missing the short-circuit study for the project: “§ 9.4:
Steady State approved; Stability Approved; Missing Short Circuit” and *§ 9.5:
LIF submitted in May confirms § 9.5 documentation is in place.”?

o Additionally, ERCOT noted that the Batch Zero Load Information Form
(“LIF”) for the Project, as “submitted in May confirms [Section] 9.5
documentation is in place.”

e June 25, 2026: Oncor submitted the requested short-circuit study to ERCOT
o This is the date the Project satisfied § 9.4 (now § 9.9).

e June 29, 2026: ERCOT requested confirmation from Oncor that BZ-465 met § 9.5,
which Oncor (a) confirmed—that the Project had a complete, valid set of

2 Confidential Exhibit B and Confidential Exhibit C.

3 ERCOT Market Notice M-B121523-01, ERCOY has posted new documents fo facilitate the Large Load
Inferconnection  process defined in Section 9 of ‘the [Planning Guide (Dec. 15, 2025) at
hitps://www .ercot.com/services/comm/mkt notices/M-B121525-01.

3 Importantly, Planning Guide § 9.1(2). effective July 11. 2026, requires project data and other
conumunications to be subimitted in the manner and format prescribed by ERCOT. ERCOT designated the LIF as the
submission workbook and directed the Interconnecting TSP to subimnit it with the required supporting materials by Julv
24, That authority to prescribe a submission fornmat does not independently anthorize ERCOT to impose substantive
eligibility conditions or deadlines bevond those established in the goveming provisions. See Planning Guide §§ 9.1(2).
9.2.2(2). 9.3.1(2){a). See ERCOT Large Load Integration, Forms and Other Documents: Bafch Zero Load Information
Form (LIF) at https:/fwww .ercot.conv/services/rg/large-load-integration. See afso Batch Zero Load Information Forin
(LLF) at https://www ercot.com/files/docs/2026/06/18/Batch-Zero-Load-Information-Form-06172026.x1sx.

2 Exhibit D.

33 I

* Exhibit G.
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interconnection studies under the Planning Guide—and (b) reaffirmed that the Project
met § 9.5.%

June 30, 2026: ERCOT sent an email to an Oncor Large Load Planning group that 18
unaffiliated with the Project, which stated that ERCOT received information from
Oncor indicating that BZ-465 met § 9.5, but ERCOT determined that 19 other Large
Loads met §§ 9.4 and 9.5 on an earlier date. Further, “ERCOT has confirmed these
loads may materially impact the study results for [the Project]. Under Section 9.2.1.4
of PGRR145 [{which was not effective on June 30)]... the existing studies for [the
Project] should reflect the loads listed below before [it] can satisfy the study-related
eligibility criteria for inclusion as base load in the upcoming Batch Zero.” The email
went on to list Large Loads that were to be included in revised steady-state and stability
studies, and noted that ERCOT was still compiling the list of stability loads.>®

July 6, 2026: Skybox posted an additional $50,000/MW in financial security with
Oncor, submitted all remaining eligibility materials to ERCOT and Oncor, and
requested confirmation of receipt from ERCOT.*

July 9, 2026: Skybox emailed ERCOT follow-up request for confirmation of the
Project’s Batch Zero materials submitted on July 6, 2026 ®

July 10, 2026: Deadline for ILLEs to submit Batch Zero eligibility materials.
July 11, 2026: PGRR 145 revisions to Planning Guide § 9 became etfective.

July 17, 2026: Oncor submitted the Project to ERCOT for inclusion into ERCOT’s
Batch Zero as Base Load under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(H).*

July 22, 2026: ERCOT requested that Oncor provide a § 9.2.1.2 Studied/Allocated
Load Attestation for the Project because ERCOT did not receive a timely stability
restudy.*” This marked the first time Oncor and Skybox became aware of ERCOT’s
June 30 restudy request, and ERCOT’s intention to reclassify the Project as Studied
Load.

July 23, 2026: Oncor notified Skybox that ERCOT corrected its records and noted that
ERCOT had not yet completed the validity check of the Project’s studies under
PGRR 145, but changed the Project’s classification from Studied/Allocated Load to
“Base Load or Studied Load has not yet been determined.”*

* Exhibit H.

* Exhibit 1.

* Confidential Exhibit J, Exhibit U, and Exhibit Y.
* Exhibit K.

¥ Exhibit X,

1 Exhibil N,

N



o September 3, 2026: ERCOT notified Oncor that the Project was “Conditionally
Included” as “Studied Load — Firm”™ with the “Reason for Studied Load
Reclassification” being “Fails Planning Guide Section 9.2.1.4 — Study Validity.”*?

e September 8, 2026: Oncor conveyed ERCOT’s reclassification information to
Skybox.*

o September 11, 2026: Oncor submitted Skybox’s Batch Zero reclassification dispute
under § 9.3.1 to ERCOT.*

o September 13, 2026: ERCOT received the dispute on 9/11/26. Accordingly, the
dispute must be resolved by 9/16/26.

e September 15, 2026: ERCOT held a reclassification dispute meeting with Oncor and
Skybox.*

e September 16, 2026: Deadline for Batch Zero reclassification dispute determination.
ERCOT intormed Oncor and Skybox that it required additional time to evaluate
information.*

e September 18, 2026: ERCOT denied the Batch Zero reclassification dispute request
and notified Oncor and Skybox that the Project “remains classified as a studied load.™’

¢ October 5, 2026: Skybox requested written waiver from using the ERCOT Alternative
Dispute Resolution (“ADR”) process.*®

¢  October 6, 2026:

o ERCOT Legal provided Skybox with a written waiver of the ADR process as
related to ERCOT’s reclassification of the Project.*

o Skybox timely submitted to ERCOT all responses to ERCOT's audit and
verification Requests for Information ("RFIs") required tor inclusion as a
Studied Load under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.2. However, Skybox maintains that
the Project’s appropriate classification is Base Load. Accordingly, Skybox
submitted all required materials responsive to ERCOT s audit and verification
RFIs for Base Loads under § 9.2.1.1(1)(f).*

* Exhibit P.
# id.

# Exhibit S.
+ Exhibit Q.
* Exhibit R.
47 Exhibit O.
# Exhibil F.
e

0 Exhibit AC.
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These facts indicate that the Project satisfied the applicable study and commitment
requirements betore July 10, 2026. ERCOT was required to evaluate the validity of the Project’s
existing studies under the methodology prescribed by Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4, using the
applicable study area and qualifying comparison loads. The Planning Guide does not permit the
absence of a completed restudy to be used as an independent basis to render studies invalid.
Accordingly, the Commission should reverse ERCOT’s reclassification and restore the Project’s
Base Load status under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(f).

ERCOQT's restudy demand exceeds its authority under the Planning Guide and undercuts a
central goal of Batch Zero: getting rid of the repetitive, inefficient studies that came out of the
legacy Planning Guide Revision Request (“PGRR™) 115 process, where newly studied loads could
invalidate projects already under study. Batch Zero’s restudy cutoff serves that goal by giving
projects that satisty former § 9.4 a sate harbor from further study. By ignoring that cutoft, ERCOT
has brought back the very inefticiency Batch Zero was meant to end. Instead, ERCOT should
tollow the Planning Guide as written and as the policy behind it requires.

Because the Project has complete, valid interconnection studies, ERCOT’s reclassification
of the Project was erroneous under the Planning Guide, and the Project should not have been
reclassified from Base Load to Studied/Allocated Load. Accordingly, Skybox respectfully requests
that the Commission grant its requested relief and restore the Project’s Base Load classification.
Skybox also requests the suspension of ERCOT s reclassification of the Project, resulting in the
Project’s reinstatement in ERCOT’s Batch Zero as Base Load, while this Complaint is pending.

Because ERCOT’s Batch Zero Eligibility Verification Report is due December 10, 2026, Skybox

16



requests a ruling on suspension by December 1, 2026, and shortened response deadlines under 16
TAC § 22.251(1)(1).”!

VI, REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE SUSPENSION OF ERCOT CONDUCT AND
EXPEDITED RELIEF

Pursuant to 16 TAC §§ 22.251(e)(3), (j), and (1), Complainant requests: {(a) immediate
suspension of ERCOT’s implementation of the Project’s disputed classification as
Studied/Allocated Load; (b) interim protection preserving the Project’s claimed Base Load
treatment under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(f); and (c) expedited resclution of this Complaint.
Without that protection, ERCOT could incorporate the disputed classitication into the Batch Zero
study before the Commission determines whether the classification complies with the Planning
Guide. A subsequent ruling in Complainant’s favor could then require substantial revisions to
study results and related allocations while arriving too late to preserve the Project’s development,
financing, and customer commitments.

A. INTERIM PROTECTION

Complainant requests an order, etfective pending disposition of this Complaint or turther

order, providing the following Project-specific protection:

1. Suspend implementation of the challenged classification and dispute
determination,

Direct ERCOT to suspend implementation of 1ts September 3, 2026 classification of the

Project as Studied/Allocated Load,” and its September 18, 2026 determination denying

* Project No. 39142, ERCOT Updale for Scptember 11, 2026 Open Mecting — Batch Zero and State and
Community Tmpact RFT Responses at 7 (Sept. 11, 2026).

32 Exhibit P.
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Complainant’s classification dispute,> to the extent those decisions subject the Project’s claimed
Base Load demand to reliability assessment and allocation as Studied Load.

2. Preserve the Project’s Base Load modeling treatment.

Direct ERCOT, for purposes of preparing and conducting the Batch Zero study while this
Complaint remains pending, to provisionally model the Project as Base Load at . MW and
according to the timing supported by the Project’s qualitying studies, applicable agreements, and
Load Commissioning Plan (“LCP”), consistent with Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(2)(c).”

3. Preserve the Project’s participation in Batch Zero without abandonment of
the classification challenge.

Provide that Complainant’s continued participation in Batch Zero, maintenance of
applicable financial security, and compliance under protest with requirements associated with
Studied Load treatment do not constitute acceptance of the disputed classification or waiver of the
reliet requested in this Complaint.

4. Require identification of consequential Batch Zero study implementation
milestones.

Direct ERCOT, within five (5) Business Days after entry of the order, to identity the
anticipated dates for finalizing relevant classification assumptions, completing affected study
cases, commencing the applicable study runs, and making consequential allocation determinations.
ERCOT should also identify the lead time necessary to incorporate a favorable ruling concerning
the Project and promptly report material changes to those dates.

The requested order concerns the Project’s classification and treatment in the Batch Zero

study. Initial Energization and subsequent operation would remain subject to applicable reliability

3 Exhibil O,
¥ Confidential Exhibit B and Confidential Exhibit Z.
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requirements, required approvals, and independently applicable vernfication obligations,
Complainant seeks preservation of an effective classitication remedy while those requirements
continue to apply.

B. GOOD CAUSE TO SUPPORT SUSPENSION

1. Harm to Complainant if suspension is denied.

The disputed classification changes how the Project's . MW of demand is treated in
ERCOT’s Batch Zero Interconnection Study and resulting allocations. Complainant claims Base
Load treatment under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)f). Under that pathway, a qualifying Large Load
"will be modeled in the Batch Zero Process as base load” and its demand "is not subject to further

ni3

evaluation.""” It i1s modeled at the lower of the peak demand in its executed interconnection

agreement or the level its valid studies show can be served reliably *® The Project's executed FEA
with Oncor provides for: - in 2028; - in 2029; - in 2030; and - in
2031.%7

ERCOT instead classified the Project as "Studied Load — Firm."*® Studied Load is load
subject to reliability assessment and allocation > ERCOT determines the peak demand that can be
served reliably 1n 2028, 2030, and 2032 through tull-scope analysis, and in 2029 and 2031 through
limited-scope analysis.®® Allocated demand may not decrease from one year to the next; where a

later year's reliable amount is lower, ERCOT reduces the prior year's allocation to match.®' If an

3% Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1¢1).

¢ Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(2)

37 Conflidential Exhibit B,

8 ERCOT Market Notice M-A080326-04 (Sepl. 3. 2026); Exhibil P.
3 Planning Guide § 9.2.1.2(1).

% Planning Guide § 9.3.2(3),

%l Planning Guide § 9.3.2(6).
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allocation falls below the 100 MW minimum in any year, ERCOT sets that year's allocation, and
every prior year's, to zero.®” ERCOT then issues an updated LCP reflecting the allocated demand
for each study year.®® Allowing ERCOT's classification to govern the study before the Commission
resolves this Complaint would force the Project into an allocation process it should never have
entered. That allocation process almost certainly will result in a deviation from the Project’s
merited megawatts and schedule, and a later correction could not adequately remedy the resulting
harm.

ERCOT paused Batch Zero following the Governor's August 3, 2026 directive.** ERCOT
had planned to begin the Batch Zero Interconnection Study in September 2026 and has stated that
it is not yet seeking to move the April 9, 2027 deadline for study results.*® Complainant
understands that ERCOT currently expects to begin Batch Zero study work in late Q1 2027.

The deadline tor etfective protection will arrive before the study itself begins. ERCOT has
stated that it will post initial study cases and contingencies, and present its scope and methodology
to the Regional Planning Group (“RPG™), after classification and before the study starts.®
ERCOT's Febrary 2026 schedule reflected an approximately 13-week case build before the

steady-state and stability screening analyses.®” The Project's classification will therefore be

embedded in ERCOT's study cases well before the analyses that produce allocations. Complainant

%> Planning Guide § 9.3.2(7)(d)—(e).
% Planning Guide § 9.4(1)(b).
5 Exhibit AA.

% ERCOT Good Causc Filing (Aug. 10, 2026); see also ERCOT Board Mccling, Agenda Tiem No, 14, Batch
Zero Update, Slide 4 (Scpt. 14, 2026) al hups://www crcot.com/Tiles/docs/2026/09/11/14-Batch-Zero-Update.pdl
(“ERCOT is still determining the impact to the Batch Zero Study timeline (Originally, PGRR 145 required ERCOT
o compleic the study by April 9. 2027.7); Planning Guide § 9.3.1(2)(b).

% ERCOT Good Cause Filing (Ang. 10, 2026); see also Planning Guide § 9.3.2(4)(l).

“ERCOT Large Load Batch Stdy  Workshop, Slide 14 (Feb. 26, 2026) at
https:/Awww.ercot.com/files/docs/2026/02/26/ERCOT-Large-Load-Batch-Studyv-Workshop-02262026_v2.pptx.
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therefore requests interim protection, and an expedited merits determination, no later than January
31,2027,

2. The resulting injury is concrete.

Complainant has already spent approximately $_ on the Project: $_

for land and ground lease costs; $_ for interconnection expenses and long-lead
equipment deposits; $_ for building construction; and $- in soft and financing
costs.®® On November 4, 2025, Complainant closed on the site under a - ground lease with
a purchase option, ordered substation equipment, and began preconstruction with Holder
Construction

Complainant also posted $_ in cash security under the FEA™ and, on July 6,
2026, Batch Zero security of $50,000 per MW for the full . MW, or 113_,?1 These
amounts are posted security, not spent costs, but they are at risk to the extent the FEA's draw,
termination, and non-utilization provisions are triggered.”

The FEA also imposes performance obligations keyed to the Project's load ramp. It requires

a Required Level of Operation of _ of the Company In-Service Date,

permits Oncor to terminate it the Project is not energized within one year, and permits Oncor to

reallocate capacity if _,?3’ Relief through amendment is

% Confidential Exhibit AB.

% Conflidential Exhibit AD.

o Conflidential Exhibit B,

“1 Planning Guide § 9.2.2: Confidential Exhibit B,
2 Conlidential Exhibit B at 9-10.

“id at9and 11.
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available only for Oncor "dependencies” or an ERCOT quarterly stability assessment requirement,
and does not reach an allocation reduction resulting from ERCOT's classification.”™

The disputed classification would cause incremental harm separate from Complainant's

historical expenditures. At . MW, the Project represents an expected value of $_

against a cost of $-_, or &3_,?5 At an allocation of. MW, Complainant
would lose approximately $- at . MW, approximately $-,76 An allocation

below the 100 MW minimum would be set to zero and would render the Project infeasible,
resulting in the loss of the full $-.77 Delay of full . MW service until next summer
alone would cost approximately $4_, consisting of $_ in construction cost
escalation (5.5% annually under the Turner & Townsend index on variable costs), $_
in additional ground rent, and $- in delivery-team costs.”™

3. The injury extends beyond the cost of another study.

Allocations, once made, are not revisited. ILLEs accept their allocations by executing
interconnection agreements,” and the subsequent Refinement Study does not adjust allocated peak
demand ® Changing the Project's treatment after the study cases are built would likely require
specific model revisions, repeat analyses, and reconsideration of affected allocations, producing

an estimated additional delay of several months. During that period, the Project's construction

i at 7.

“ Conlidential Exhibil AB,

®id.

7 Id.; sce Planning Guide § 9.3.2(7)(d)—(¢).
®id,

* Planning Guide § 9.4(2).

8 Planning Guide § 9.5.1(6).
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window and the FEA's performance deadlines would continue to run, and escalation costs would
continue to accrue.®!

Although study models can be revised, a later revision would not restore the Project's
position within its required commercial window. Section 22.251(e}3}A) expressly recognizes
that harm "may include deprivation of an entity's ability to obtain meaningful or timely reliefif a
suspension is not entered."®

4. Likelihood of success on the merits.

Complainant's challenge concerns ERCOT's application of the study-validity methodology
prescribed by Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4. ERCOT approved the Project's stability study on August
8, 2025, and approved its steady-state study on June 24, 2026, reaffirming the stability approval **
ERCOT nonetheless relied on the omission of nineteen (19) additional Large Loads from the
Project's stability study and the absence of an updated study requested by automated email to
Oncor's general inbox on June 30, 2026, but not submitted by July 10, 2026 3* ERCOT's September
3, 2026 classification states only that the Project "Fails Planning Guide Section 9.2.1.4 — Study
Validity "%

The absence of the requested update does not establish that the existing studies fail the
comparisons prescribed by the rule. A load's existing studies are valid if each required compariscen

load is either located outside its study area or located within the study area and included in its

1 Confidential Exhibit B and Confideniial Exhibil AB.
8216 Tex. Admin, Code § 22.251(0)(3)(A).

¥ Exhibit A and Exhibit D.

8 Exhibit T and Exhibit N.

¥ ERCOT Market Notice M-A080326-04 (Sept. 3, 2026).
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existing studies. ®* ERCOT must apply that test in the order established by the priority list.¥’
ERCOT makes this determination "in consultation with the Interconnecting DSP and/or
Interconnecting TSP."*® ERCOT never identified which comparison loads failed either alternative.
Oncor's October 6, 2026 supplemental study addressed the additional loads.*

Complainant also satisfied the remaining requirements of the § 9.2.1.1(1)(f) pathway. It
executed its FEA with Oncor and posted the required security on December 12, 2025; Oncor
confirmed § 9.5 compliance on June 29, 2026; and Complainant submitted its eligibility package
and posted Batch Zero security on July 6, 2026, determining that the Project's updated dynamic
data was not expected to adversely affect the results of its previously approved stability study ™
Dynamic model deficiencies identified July 31, 2026 were cured on August 19, 2026.°" The
requested correction would therefore resolve the classification issue without leaving an
independent eligibility deficiency outstanding.

To the extent the necessary factual determinations were not made in a manner meeting the
procedural standards of 16 TAC § 22.251(m)3), Complainant requests their resolution on a de
novo basis.”* Those standards require that facts be determined in a proceeding to which the parties
have voluntarily agreed to participate, and by an impartial third party under circumstances

consistent with the due process guarantees of the Administrative Procedure Act”> ERCOT's

8 Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(H{d)(e).

¥ Planning Guide § 9.2.1 4(d){b)(c).

8 Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(2).

¥ Exhibit W.

# Planning Guide § 9.2.1.1(1)(0): Confidential Exhibit B, Confidential Exhibit C, Exhibit D, and Exhibil H.
“I'Exhibit L.

“ 16 TAC § 22.251(m)(1), (3).

% 16 TAC § 22.251(m)(3)(A)~(B).
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determination satisfies neither requirement. ERCOT made the classification itself, through a
market notice stating only that the Project "Fails Planning Guide Section 9.2.1.4 — Study
Validity " It did not identify the comparison loads, the priority-list sequence, or the study-area
findings on which it relied.”> ERCOT then reviewed and denied Complainant's dispute under
Planning Guide § 9.3.1 through its own staff, without an evidentiary record, testimony, or a neutral

96

decision-maker.”® The parties waived ERCOT alternative dispute resolution, so no impartial third

party has made any finding.”” Because no factual determination supporting the conduct complained
of was made in the manner paragraph (3) prescribes, the Commission must resolve the factual
issues de novo.”

The tactual issues requiring determination include:

1. The date on which the Project met the criteria of Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(4)a)(i1),
and its resulting position on the priority list;*

2. The identity, number, qualifying dates, and priority positions of the additional
Large Loads on which ERCOT relied, which the record describes inconsistently;**®

For each of those loads, whether it was located outside the Project's study area or,
if within it, was included in the Project's existing studies;'"’

L

4. Whether the existing studies, considered together with Oncor's October 6, 2026
supplemental study, included each load ERCOT identified;'* and

%4 ERCOT Market Notice M-A080326-04 (Sepl. 3. 2026); Exhibil P.
% See Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(4)(b}~(e). Exhibit P.

% Planning Guide § 9.3.1¢(2)(a)(1); Exhibit O,

¥ ERCOT Protocol § 20.5(7); Exhibit F.

%16 TAC § 22.251(m)(1).

* Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(d)(a)(ii), (b)-(c).

1Y Exhibil T and Exhibil N.

1% Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(4)d)—(¢).

19 Exchibit W.
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5. The circumstances of ERCOT's June 30, 2026 restudy request, including its
recipients and when Oncor and Complainant received actual notice of it.'™

3. Effects on ERCOT, other projects, and reliability.

Complainant recognizes that the Project's treatment may affect study assumptions and the
assessment of other loads. The requested protection is limited to the Project's FEA-supported
megawatts and schedule ' ERCOT approved the Project's stability study “for full capacity" on
August 8, 2025,'% and approved its steady-state study on June 24, 2026, reaffirming the stability
approval !*® Preserving the Project's Base Load treatment therefore asks ERCOT to model a load
whose reliability impact ERCOT has already studied and approved at its full requested level, not
to introduce an unstudied load into the Batch Zero cases. Importantly, Complainant selected the
Wichita Falls site based on its understanding that the location could ofter system reliability and
stability benefits given an existing capacitive-reactance issue. Accordingly, the Project was
designed in part to address the capacitive-reactance condition in the Wichita Falls area, supported

__, and its stability study was approved for full capacity.'%’

Any incremental burden can be managed through reasonable conditions. The presiding
officer may condition suspension on "reasonable security, assurances, or to take certain actions."***

Complainant will (a) maintain its FEA and Batch Zero security throughout the proceeding; (b)

provide model data and cooperate with any verification ERCOT requires; (c) support parallel

1% Exthibit 1.

191 Confidential Exhibit B and Conflidential Exhibil Z.
173 Exhibil. A.

198 Exhibil D.

1% Exhibil. A.

116 Tex. Admin. Code § 22.231(%2).
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modeling of the Project under both classifications if ERCOT deems it necessary; and (d) accept
Studied Load treatment if the Commission ultimately rules against it.

The presiding officer weighs the harm to Complainant absent suspension, the harm to
others if suspension is ordered, the likelihood of success, and other relevant factors.'™ On this
record, the harm prevented by interim protection outweighs the identified effects of granting it.
Preserving the ability to implement a timely classification decision would also avoid the corrective
work, delay, and disruption to other projects that would follow from changing the Project's
treatment after study cases are built.

6. Other considerations supporting prompt protection.

Complainant pursued review through ERCOT's Planning Guide § 9.3.1 dispute process. It
submitted its dispute on September 11, 2026, ERCOT denied the dispute on September 18, 2026,
and the parties waived ERCOT alternative dispute resolution in writing on October 6, 2026.""
This Complaint is filed within 35 days of ERCOT's September 18, 2026 determination.'!!

The requested interim order and expedited merits determination serve related purposes.
Interim protection preserves the Project's treatment while the dispute is decided; an expedited
merits decision supplies the definitive eligibility determination needed before ERCOT builds its
study cases. The presiding officer may shorten the time periods of the rule for good cause shown,
and Complainant's proposed schedule accompanies this Complaint.'"? Together, these measures
permit meaningful review without allowing the passage of the study milestone to determine the

practical outcome of this Complaint.

9] 6 Tex. Admin. Code § 22.251()}( 1XA)—~(D).

NS ERCOT Protocol § 20.5(7); Exhibit §, Exhibil O, and Exhibil F: see Section VI Statement of Facis of
this Complaint.

" 16 Tex, Admin, Code § 22.251(d).
12 16 Tex. Admin. Code § 22.25 1(I)(1)(A)~(B).
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VIIL. STATEMENT OF FACTS

During ERCOT’s interim Large Load interconnection process (March 25, 2022 -
December 14, 2025), Oncor completed the Large Load Interconnection Study (“LL1S”) elements
tor BZ-465, a proposed . MW data center in Oncor’s service territory. On August 8, 2025,
ERCOT approved the Project’s stability study: “The stability study of LLI-2233 Fisher Road load
is approved for full capacity.”""® On December 12, 2025, Skybox executed its Facilities Extension
Agreement (“FEA”) with Oncor,''* posted the required $_ in financial security,'*> and
satisfied Oncor’s relevant pre-interconnection requirements—thereby satistying the substantive
commitments that PGRR115 subsequently codified in § 9.5 when the formal LLIS process became
effective on December 15, 2025.

Following six resubmissions of the steady-state study, ERCOT approved BZ-465’s study
on June 24, 2026.""¢ ERCOT also notified Oncor of the steady-state approval and expressly
reaffirmed that the August 8, 2025 stability study remained approved and current: “§ 9.4: Steady
State approved; Stability Approved; Missing Short Circuit” and “§ 9.5: LIF submitted in May confirms
§ 9.5 documentation is in place.”""” That same day, ERCOT requested an additional short-circuit
study, which Oncor submitted the next day, June 25, 2026 1'® June 25, 2026 is the date the Project

satisfied all LLIS elements.

'3 Exhibit A.

11 Confidential Exhibit B,
15 Conlidential Exhibit C.
118 Exhibil D,

N7z

118 Exhibit G.
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On June 29, 2026, ERCOT asked Oncor to confirm BZ-465 met § 9.5, and Oncor
confirmed that same day.'' As of June 25, 2026, the Project had a complete and valid set of
interconnection studies under § 9.2.1 4.

On June 30, 2026—six days after approving BZ-465’s remaining legacy study—ERCOT
sent an automated email to an Oncor email address that was unaffiliated with the Oncor team
responsible for all study communication for the Project, requesting an updated stability study
reflecting nineteen (19) new Large Loads in an expanded study area, including area outside
Oncor’s service territory.'?? The request expanded the study area beyond the area ERCOT had
approved on August 8, 2025. Moreover, this study area expansion appears to have occurred
without any collaboration between ERCOT and Oncor to determine whether a new stability
analysis needed to be performed. The email was sent after ERCOT’s May 28, 2026 cutoff for
guaranteed review of submitted studies and only ten days before the July 10, 2026 dynamic-data
deadline. The email was not sent to Skybox or the Oncor personnel overseeing the BZ-465
interconnection studies and was not discovered until July 22, 2026. Critically, the study area used
for ERCOT’s June 30 instruction was not identified by ERCOT.

Skybox posted $50,000/MW in financial security for . MW and submitted all remaining
eligibility materials to ERCOT and Oncor on July 6, 2026, with follow-up confirmation on July 9,

202611

¥Exhibil H,
120 Exhibil T,
121 Confidential Exhibit J and Exhibit K.
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On July 17, Oncor submitted the Project’s Batch Zero package to ERCOT.'?? The
submission included all relevant items for inclusion into Batch Zero as Base Load under §
9.2.1.1(1)(F).

On July 22, ERCOT requested a Studied/Allocated Load attestation. In an email that day,
ERCOT Vice President of Interconnection and Grid Analysis stated: “While this load met the
9.4/9.5 requirements in late June, ERCOT informed Oncor on June 30 that other loads in the study
area also achieved status in June ahead of BZ-465, therefore the studies would need to be
checked/redone to account for these other loads. ERCOT either did not receive the checked/redone
studies or we were not able to review them by July 10. Therefore, under Planning Guide Section
0.2.1.4(4), there are other loads that are ahead of BZ-465, and it is likely to be categorized as
‘studied load’ for Batch Zero.”!%

On July 23, Oncor advised Skybox that ERCOT agreed Oncor notified ERCOT of § 9.5
completion on June 29 and that the Project’s Base Load or Studied Load classification remained
undetermined pending the validity check.'*

On August 19, 2026, ERCOT’s Grid Stability Team confirmed that the Project’s revised
dynamic-data package resolved all deficiencies identified in its July 31, 2026 review.'”* That
confirmation relied on the same facility assumptions used in the original interconnection studies.

On September 3, 2026, ERCOT i1ssued its classification notice, classifying the Project as

Studied/Allocated Load under Planning Guide § 9.2.1.2, rather than the Project’s submitted

122 Exhibii X,
123 Exhibil N,
124 fd,

1% Exhibit L.
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pathway as Base Load under § 9.2.1. 1(1)X0)."? ERCOT’s stated basis was that BZ-465 “Fails
Planning Guide Section 9.2.1.4 — Study Validity” because the stability study had not been updated
to reflect the nineteen (19) loads identified in ERCOT’s June 30 email }%’

On September 11, 2026, Skybox filed a dispute under Planning Guide § 9.3.1, arguing that
BZ-465"s studies were complete and ERCOT-approved before the study-area expansion request
arose. On September 18, 2026, ERCOT rejected the dispute.'”® The Planning Guide § 9.3.1
challenge was unsuccessful, thereby exhausting the prerequisite dispute resolution procedure
under Protocol § 20.3.

On October 6, 2026, Oncor submitted to ERCOT a new, supplemental PSS/E dynamic
stability study for BZ-465 and asked ERCOT to reclassify the Project as Base Load.'*® Oncor
reminded ERCOT that i1t had approved the prior stability study, that no further stability restudy
requirement was communicated for nearly twelve months, and that Oncor had since responded to
several ERCOT RFIs and completed multiple rounds of steady-state and SCRD analyses.*® The
October 6 study, based on the 2028 Summer Peak and 2029 High Reliability Minimum Load base
cases modified to reflect large-load development in the area, confirmed no instability or significant

load loss for any simulated contingency.'*!

126 Exhibit P.

137 1. Exhibit T.
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On October 6, 2026, ERCOT and Skybox agreed in writing to waive the ADR process with
respect to ERCOT’s Batch Zero reclassification of the Project and expressly provided that such

agreement completed the ADR proceeding '+

IX. ARGUMENT

A, PLANNING GUIDE § 9.2.1.4 DOES NOT MAKE COMPLETION OR REVIEW OF
A NEWLY REQUESTED RESTUDY BY JULY 10 AN INDEPENDENT
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT

Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4 establishes the methodology for assessing the “completeness and
validity” of “previous” and “existing” studies. Under § 9.2.1.1(1){f)(1), one requirement for Base
Load classitfication is that “ERCOT has determined the Large Load has a complete and valid set
of interconnection studies as described in Section 9.2.1.4.”

Section 9.2.1.4 defines the study-validity determination incorporated into § 9.2.1. 1{1){H)(i);
ERCOT must apply the methodology prescribed in § 9.2.1.4(4). Sections 9.2.1.4(3)(a)—(c) require
qualifying studies to be considered fully complete and valid without additional review; §
0.2.1.4(3)(d) requires ERCOT’s review and acceptance of the prescribed TSP submission. Section
0.2.1.4(4) applies where the Project’s studies do not quality under § 9.2.1.4(3).

Under § 9.2.1.4(4), ERCOT must first identify qualifying loads under paragraph (4)(a),
rank them under paragraph (4)(b), and apply the tie-breakers in paragraph (4)(c). The methodology
under § 9.2.1.4(4) evaluates whether the comparison loads prescribed by § 9.2.1.4(4)(d)—(e) are
outside the relevant project’s study area or, if within the study area, were included in the project’s
existing studies. The comparison set includes lcads qualifying under § 9.2.1.4(3)(a)—(c) and, for

subsequent evaluations under § 9.2.1.4(4)(e), loads on the ranked list already determined to have

132 Exhibit F.
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valid existing studies. A load’s earlier position on the list does not alone establish that it belongs
in the latter category.

Neither the ranking provisions nor the study area and inclusion comparisons make
noncompletion of a newly requested restudy an independent test of invalidity. ERCOT must
1dentify the qualifying comparison load, the applicable study area, and the omission from the
existing studies that supports its determination. The discretion assigned to ERCOT in §
9.2.1.4(4)(d)—(e) does not authorize replacement of the prescribed ranking sequence or expansion
of the comparison set. ERCOT’s July 22 explanation relied on its nonreceipt of the checked or
redone studies or 1ts 1nability to review them by July 10. Those circumstances do not, without the
required analysis, establish that the Project’s existing studies tailed § 9.2.1 4.

Section 9.2.2(3) establishes that the ILLE must provide dynamic data to ERCOT and the
Interconnecting TSP by July 10, 2026, and where a prior stability study existed, the
Interconnecting TSP had until July 24 to provide ERCOT a written determination as to whether
the updated dynamic-data package was expected to adversely affect the results of the prior stability
study. Those requirements concern the Project’s dynamic data and its effect on the previous
stability analysis. The June 30 instruction concerned additional Large Loads. The dynamic data
submission deadline does not independently establish a deadline for completing or obtaining
ERCOT review of that separate restudy request.

ERCOT may establish substantive invalidity by demonstrating that the existing studies
omitted an applicable qualifying load within the proper study area. It may not establish that
conclusion selely from the absence of the requested restudy. This distinction does not create a
general right to cure substantively invalid studies after the eligibility cutotf. Upon a determination

that the Project satisfies § 9.2.1.4 validity requirements and the remaining criteriain § 9.2. 1. 1(1){f),
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the Planning Guide requires Base Load treatment: the Large Load “will be medeled in the Batch
Zero Process as base load.” The corresponding demand and timing remain subject to §
9.2.1.1(2)(c).

B. ERCOT’S APPROVED STUDY RECORD SUPPORTS THE PROJECT’S STUDY

VALIDITY COMPLIANCE AND REQUIRES EVALUATION UNDER THE
PRESCRIBED VALIDITY METHODOLOGY

ERCOQOT approved the Project’s stability study on August 8, 2025 and, after six rounds of
steady-state review, approved the steady-state analysis on June 24, 2026. On that same date,
ERCOT notified Oncor of the steady-state approval and expressly reconfirmed the August 8, 2025
stability study approval. The following day, June 25, 2026, Oncor submitted a short-circuit study
that ERCOT had requested the day prior. On June 29, 2026, ERCOT asked Oncor to contirm that
the Project met Planning Guide § 9.5, and Oncor confirmed that same day.

The facts support that the Project satistied the applicable Planning Guide study and
commitment requirements well before July 10. As mandated by the Planning Guide, the Project’s
study and commitment milestones must be evaluated under the provisions governing the particular
requirements. Former § 9.4(6), now § 9.9(7), deems the LLIS complete once the final reports for
all study elements have been delivered, and separately lists the steps ERCOT must take after
completion.

To determine study validity under § 9.2.1.4(4)(b), ERCOT must use the date the Project
met the applicable § 9.2.1.4(4)a)(11) criteria. A later administrative acknowledgment or LIF
processing date does not automatically replace that date. The Project’s December 2025
commitments must be credited in that analysis, although those commitments alone do not establish
completion of the study requirements.

The June 24 record also bears directly on any assertion that ERCOT lacked timely

contirmation of the Project’s commitments. ERCOT expressly acknowledged that the May LIF
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submission confirmed the § 9.5 documentation was in place, and Oncor subsequently confirmed
completion in June. ERCOT must account for the confirmations it already possessed rather than
treating a later submission as the first evidence of compliance without examining the earlier
communications.

Prior approval does not conclusively establish continuing Batch Zero validity. Section
0.2.1.2 contemplates Studied/Allocated treatment for certain previously approved studies that fail
the applicable validity requirements. The significance of the approval record is that ERCOT must
evaluate those existing studies under § 9.2.1.4 and explain the basis for departing from the
assumptions 1t accepted and the stability approval it reconfirmed only six days before the June 30
instruction.

The study area determination is central to that inquiry. Protocol § 2, incorporated through
Planning Guide § 2, assigns ERCOT responsibility tor designating and developing Study Areas.
That authority does not alone resolve which area governs evaluation of the Project’s existing
studies or establish that ERCOT properly used a changed area to invalidate them. ERCOT must
identify the area applicable to the approved studies, any subsequent change, and the authority,
factual basis, and procedures supporting that change. ERCOT has not done that to date.

An omitted load 18 not necessarily outside the study area, and Oncor’s service territory does
not necessarily define that area. The relevant comparison must establish whether the June 30
request introduced loads through an actual change in the applicable area or identified newly
qualifying loads within an unchanged area. It must also account for loads already included in the

approved studies. Oncor’s study records identified that of the nineteen (19) requested loads,
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numerous loads were already included in the Project’s approved stability study.

LRCOT’s own Batch Zero guidance confirms that validity turns on “whether Large Loads
with earlier approval dates were inclhuded within the applicable study area assumptions "—here,
the assumptions IX-RCOT approved.

C. ERCOT’S RESTUDY AUTHORITY UNDER PLANNING GUIDE § 9.4(8) (NOW §

9.9(9) IS LIMITED TO A MATERIAL CHANGE OCCURRING BEFORE

SATISFACTION OF THE APPLICABLE COMMITMENT REQUIREMENTS

1. ERCOT’s restudy authority expired once Skybox met its commitment
requirements under the Planning Guide.

The Planning Guide in effect on June 30, 2026 expressly addressed ERCOT’s authority to
require restudy of a LLIS based on a material change affecting the study assumptions."*> At the
time, Planning Guide § 9.4(8) allowed ERCOT to require an LLIS restudy based on a material
change only it that change occurred before the project satistied § 9.5. It that threshold was met,
ERCOT, in collaboration with the lead TSP, could then determine whether the change affected the
LLIS assumptions and required a restudy. A modified study report was to be treated as preliminary
and reviewed under the prescribed process. PGRR145 retained this provision as § 9.9(9), with
revised cross-references; former § 9.4(8) governs the June 30 instruction.

Skybox completed the applicable interconnection commitments on December 12, 2025, by
executing the FEA with Oncor, posting the required $20.6 million in financial security, and
satisfying Oncor’s pre-interconnection requirements. Because those events preceded PGRR115°s

etfective date, they should be described as completion of the commitments subsequently addressed

13 ERCOT Batch Zero Readiness FAQs at Question No. 27 {(V&.1).

I3 PGRR 145 did not take elTect until July 11, 2026, See Planning Guide Revision Request 145, Public Utility
Commission of Texas Reportat 1 (June 18, 2026).
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in § 9.5, Section 9.1(7) separately recognizes qualifying agreements and commitments completed
during the interim process as satisfying § 9.10.

Accordingly, to the extent ERCOT’s June 30 restudy request resulted from a study-area
change occurring after December 12, 2025—specifically, the introduction of approximately
nineteen (19) additional Large Loads into the Project’s applicable study area, as established by the
approved and revised study-area records—that change tell outside the express restudy trigger in §
9.4(8) (now § 9.9(9)).

The relevant date is the date the material change affecting the LLIS assumptions
occurred—not the date ERCOT later identified or communicated the 1ssue. The June 30 email was
ERCOQT’s tirst instruction to incorporate the additional loads into the Project’s stability analysis,
but that communication does not itself establish when the underlying change occurred. ERCOT
must identify the change and its date to establish the predicate for reliance on § 9.4(8) (now §
9.9(9)).

2. The Planning Guide mandates that a study assumption requiring restudy
must be “material.”

Independently, even if ERCOT could revisit the Project’s study scope after the Project
satisfied the applicable commitment requirements under § 9.9(9), the restudy provision does not
permit ERCOT to reopen a completed LLIS whenever it reconsiders a study assumption. Planning
Guide § 9.9(9) applies only “[i]f a material change that impacts one or more LLIS study
assumptions occurs before the requirements of Section 9.10, Legacy Interconnection Agreements
and Responsibilities, have been met,” and only then “may” ERCOT or the lead TSP “require one
or more LLIS study elements be updated.” Former § 9.4(8) contained the same operative language,
cross-referencing § 9.5, The provision thus contains distinct conditions: (i) a change must actually

“occur,” and (i1) that change must be “material.” Reading the provision to permit a restudy based
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on any change—or on no change at all—would read the word “material” out of the provision.
Neither condition is satisfied here.

Section 9.9(9) is directed at changes in the facts underlying a study, such as a change to
the Large Load, its point of interconnection, or the system modeled in the study. Here, nothing
about the Project, its point of interconnection, or presumably the system modeled in 1ts studies
changed between ERCOT’ s August 8, 2025 approval of the Project’s stability study, its June 24,
2026 reaffirmation that the stability study remained approved, and ERCOT’s June 30, 2026
instruction. ERCOT has not identified any physical or electrical change to the Project or the
modeled system; its July 22 explanation instead pointed to other loads that achieved status in June
ahead of the Project—a change in queue position, not in the facts underlying the study.’
Moreover, numerous Large Loads in ERCOT’s June 30 request were already included in Oncor’s
approved studies. What changed was not the system, but ERCOT’s after-the-fact view of study
assumptions it had already approved and reaffirmed six days earlier. A change in ERCOT’s
opinion regarding a study assumption it previously accepted is not a “material change” that
“occurs” within the meaning of § 9.9(9) or former § 9.4(8).

Even where a material change occurs, the provision does not grant ERCOT unilateral
authority, 1t provides that “ERCOT in collaboration with the lead TSP shall have discretion to
determine if a change impacts any LLIS study assumptions and to require a moditication of the
study or a restudy be performed. ™"’ Likewise, under § 9.2.1.4(2), ERCOT determines the
completeness and validity of previous studies “in consultation with the Interconnecting DSP and/or

Interconnecting TSP.” ERCOT did not collaborate with Oncor before unilaterally determining that

136 Any such change in qucuc posilion is most appropriatcly addressed in ERCOT's ladder methodology as
described in Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(4).

L3 Critically. ERCOT’s use of discretion must be reasonable.
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the nineteen (19) Large Loads allegedly rendered the Project’s stability study invalid. ERCOT
raised the additional loads for the first time in an automated June 30, 2026 email sent to a general
Oncor mailbox, which the Oncor and Skybox personnel responsible for the Project did not learn
of until July 22, 2026. ERCOT then held a single dispute meeting on September 15, 2026, and
denied Skybox’s dispute on September 18, 2026, Had ERCOT collaborated with Oncor as the
Planning Guide requires, the record—now contirmed by Oncor’s October 6, 2026 supplemental
stability study, which found no instability, no significant load loss, and no adverse dynamic
stability impact—would have shown that any change was indeed immaterial.

Accordingly, even 1f ERCOT could revisit the Project’s study scope after the Project
satisfied the applicable commitment requirements, the inclusion of the nineteen (19) additional
Large Loads was not a “material change” under § 9.9(9) or former § 9.4(8) and provides no basis
tor deeming the Project’s studies invalid or tor reclassifying the Project as Studied/Allocated Load.

If ERCOT relies on another provision authorizing additional studies, it must identity that
authority and establish that its conditions were satistied. Complainant challenges the authority and
procedures used for this instruction; it does not contend that completion of commitments
extinguished every other applicable reliability or study authority.

D, ERCOT’S JUNE 30 INSTRUCTION AND SUBSEQUENT VALIDITY REVIEW

MUST BE EVALUATED UNDER THE APPLICABLE COLLABORATION AND
CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

ERCOT first requested the additional stability analysis on June 30, 2026—only ten days
before the July 10 Batch Zero eligibility cutott, and after May 28, 2026, the last date ERCOT
identified for submission of studies guaranteed review by July 10. A new stability study
incorporating approximately nineteen (19) additional Large Loads could not reasonably have been
performed, submitted, reviewed, and completed during that ten-day window, as established by

Oncor’s explanation of the required work and review time. The May 28 date did not prohibit later
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study requests, but it is relevant to whether the newly requested work could be completed and
reviewed betore the deadline ERCOT invoked.

The notice circumstances compound the resulting prejudice. Rather than communicating
with Skybox and Oncor’s designated project contacts for the Project—all of whom maintained
weekly, sometimes daily, contact with ERCOT’s Large Load interconnection and leadership teams
via in-person meetings, stakeholder working group meetings and workshops, and email
communications—the email notification was sent to Oncor’s general Large Load email address,
and the responsible Project personnel did not become aware of the instruction until July 22, 2026.

Former § 9.4(8)}—now § 9.9(9)—requires collaboration concerning the effect of a material
change and the need for modification or restudy. This provision does not assign ERCOT sole
discretion to determine whether a restudy must be performed. Instead, ERCOT must impose any
restudy obligation in collaboration with the lead TSP.

Former § 9.3.4.3 governs the requirements for a stability analysis. Under this provision,
the TSP, not ERCOT, 1s largely responsible for leading and conducting the stability study. Similar
to many of the Large Load provisions in the former and current Planning Guide, former § 9.3.4.3(3)
also calls for collaboration between ERCOT and the TSP. Here, the Project’s stability studies have
continually evidenced that there 13 no instability. The Project’s study scope was developed under
tormer § 9.3.2. Specifically, this provision requires the lead TSP to attend a kickoff meeting with
ERCOT and facilitates discussion on study scope for the Large Load Project. After the kickofT
meeting, the TSP then develops and submits to ERCOT its preliminary study scope for the Large
Load. As required, Oncor and ERCOT held a kickoff meeting in which the study scope and its

assumptions were discussed.”*® Oncor then submitted its study scope for the Project to ERCOT,

13 Planning Guide § 9.8.2(3).
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which ERCOT then approved. Since August of 2025, Oncor and ERCOT have been conducting
and approving the necessary studies for the Project using the agreed-upon study scope. The restudy
ERCOT attempts to impose on the Project departs from the agreed-upon study scope.

Separately, for the subsequent Batch Zero validity review § 9.2.1.4(2) requires
consultation: “During its review, ERCOT, 1n consultation with the Interconnecting DSP and/or
Interconnecting TSP, will determine the completeness and validity of previous studies.” By
contrast, the Planning Guide elsewhere pairs ERCOT-identified deficiencies with notice and a
meaningful opportunity to cure, such as the 24-day cure period for dynamic-data deficiencies.”
ERCOT afforded BZ-465 no comparable opportunity, contrary to the basic requirement of notice
and an opportunity to be heard “at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.”"*

ERCOT’s prior direct work with Oncor on the Project’s studies provides relevant context,
but the June 30 instruction must be evaluated under the provisions then etfective, and the later
validity determination under PGRR145. The Commission should determine whether ERCOT
consulted Oncor concerning the applicable study area, the qualifying comparison loads, their
inclusion in the existing studies, and the evidence supporting the Project’s classification.

These procedural and timing circumstances reinforce the need to examine the actual
validity determination. They do not replace that inquiry or independently establish Base Load
eligibility. Nor may ERCOT substitute noncompletion of the June 30 request for the substantive
comparison required by § 9.2.1.4.

ERCQOT’s deviation from the study process mandated by the Planning Guide is an

exceedance of its authority and undermines a central purpose of Batch Zero: eliminating study

13 Planning Guide § 9.2.2(3)(a); Project No. 59142, Order Granting Good Causc Exceptions at 2 (Aug. 20,
2026).

Y0 Marhews v. Bldridee, 424 U S, 319, 333 (1976). see PURA § 11.007(a).
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inefficiencies. Under the legacy process established by Planning Guide Revision Request
(“PGRR™) 115, newly studied loads could invalidate projects already under study by their TSPs.
Batch Zero was designed to create a single study process that gives ERCOT a holistic view of
substantiated load and provides greater clarity to Texas electric consumers.

Here, ERCOT has recreated the repetitive study process that Batch Zero was intended to
eliminate by disregarding its own restudy cutoft period. As explained above, once a project
satisfies former § 9.4, ERCOT may not impose an additional study requirement. The Planning
Guide advances Batch Zero’s purpose by providing a safe harbor from restudy for sufticiently
advanced projects. ERCOT should follow these provisions both to comply with their text and to
carry out the policy they embody.

E. ONCOR’S OCTOBER 6, 2026 STABILITY STUDY CONFIRMS THAT BZ-465
POSES NO RELIABILITY RISK

ERCQT’s sole stated basis ftor reclassification was that BZ-465’s stability study did not
retlect the Large Loads identified in its June 30 email. That concern has now been answered on
the merits. Oncor’s October 6, 2026 supplemental PSS/E dynamic stability study simulated
contingencies in the study area with the Project and the upgrades 1dentified in 1ts steady-state study
In service, using cases that incorporate many of the nearby Large Loads relevant to the study area.
Under both 2028 summer peak and 2029 high-reliability minimum load conditions, the October 6
study reatfirmed the finding in the ERCOT approved Oncor August 8, 2025 stability study that the
Project would have no adverse dynamic stability impact.!¥!

That result is consistent with the existing record. ERCOT approved the Project’s stability

study for full capacity on August 8, 2025 and reaffirmed that approval on June 24, 2026. Moreover,

M Exhibit W.
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numerous Large Loads in ERCOT’s June 30 request were already included in Oncor’s approved
studies, and loads “located within the study area and included in the existing studies” do not
undermine study validity.!** Oncor—the TSP ERCOT must consult under § 9.2.1.4(2)—has asked
ERCOT to reconsider the classification on this basis."* Because the Commission reviews this
matter de novo and may consider all relevant evidence, the October 6 study independently
contirms that BZ-465 has a complete and valid set of interconnection studies and that no reliability
interest is served by excluding it from Base Load.

F. DE NOVO REVIEW STANDARD APPLIES UNDER 16 TAC § 22.251(M)

Under 16 TAC § 22.251(m)(1), the Commission resolves factual issues de nove when the
relevant determinations were not established through a proceeding satistying § 22.251(m)(3), or
when factual determinations necessary to resolve the matter remain unestablished.!** Section
22.251{m)(3) requires voluntary participation in a proceeding before an impartial third party under
circumstances consistent with the specified due-process standards. ERCOT’s own classification

and internal dispute disposition do not, standing alone, satisty those conditions.

The Commission should therefore resolve the disputed factual issues on the evidentiary
record developed in this proceeding, including the Project’s qualifying date, the proper comparison
set and rankings, the applicable study area, the representation of the June 30 loads in the approved

studies, and the predicate and procedures tor the restudy instruction. The Commission may

142 Planning Guide § 9.2.1.4(4)(d).
143 Exhibit W.

16 TAC §22.251(m)(1) (“T( the Mactual determinations relaled (o the ERCOT conduct complained of have
nol. been provided or cstablished in a manner that meets ihe procedural standards under paragraph (3) of this
subscction, or il faclual determinalions necessary (o Lthe reselution of the maltter have not been provided or established,
the commission will resolve any [actual issucs on a de novo basis.™): sce 16 TAC § 22.251(m)(3) (“Facls must be
deterniined: (A) in a proceeding to which the parties have voluntarily agreed to participate; and (B) by an impartial
third party under circumstances that are consistent with the gnarantees of due process inherent in the procedures
established by the Texas Government Code Chapter 2001 {Adniinistrative Procedure Act).”™).
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independently determine whether the reclassification should be reversed based on those findings
and the governing provisions.

The factual-review standard does not eliminate the technical discretion expressly assigned
to ERCOT under the Planning Guide. It requires the Commission to resolve the necessary tacts
under § 22.251(m) and determine whether ERCOT exercised its authority within the prescribed
tramework. Protocol § 1.2(6)'s requirement of reasonable, nondiscriminatory discretion further
supports review of the 1dentified departures and factual errors.

The Commission should also distinguish ERCOT’s September study validity notice, its
July 22 explanation concerning the unfinished or unreviewed restudy, and any additional ground
actually asserted during the Project’s dispute. The inquiry is whether the determination rests on
complete and accurate information and a proper application of the governing requirements—not

whether a general reference to study validity can sustain an otherwise unsupported condition.

X. RELIEF REQUESTED

Complainant respectfully requests that the Commission:

(h Reverse ERCOT’s reclassification of BZ-465 from Base Load to Studied/Allocated
Load and reinstate BZ-465’s classification as Base Load under Planning Guide §
9.2 1.1(1)(t).

(2) Suspend ERCOT’s reclassification conduct during the pendency of this Complaint
pursuant to 16 TAC § 22 251(j).

(a) Inthe alternative to the requested relief sought under (2) above, grant a good
cause exception permitting BZ-465 to be modeled as Base Load in the Batch
Zero study.

(b) In the alternative, direct ERCOT to review Oncor’s October 6, 2026
supplemental stability study on an expedited basis and reclassify BZ-465 as
Base Load upon confirming its results.

(3) Direct ERCOT to identity each of the nineteen (19) Large Loads underlying its
June 30, 2026 request, including its location, approval date, and position relative to
BZ-465 on the § 9.2.1.4(4) priority list.
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(4)

XL

Award such other and further relief as the Commission deems just and appropriate
under 16 TAC § 22.251(p).

QUESTIONS OF FACT REQUIRING EVIDENTIARY HEARING

Skybox submits that the following questions of fact require an evidentiary hearing to the

extent ERCOT disputes them or relies on evidence outside the record submitted with this

Complaint. These questions are material to the Commission’s de novo review under 16 TAC §

22.251(m).

(1

(2)

(4)

(3)

(6)

Whether, and on what date, the material change underlying ERCOT’s June 30, 2026
restudy request—the addition of approximately nineteen (19) Large Loads to BZ-
465’s study area—occurred, and specifically whether any such change occurred
before Skybox satistied Planning Guide § 9.5 on December 12, 2025.

Whether the nineteen (19) additional Large Loads identified in ERCOT’s June 30,
2026 email are located within BZ-465’s study area as approved by ERCOT on
August 8, 2025, or instead reflect an expansion of that study area, and whether those
loads have any material effect on the results of BZ-465"s approved stability study.

Whether a new stability study incorperating the nineteen (19) additional Large
Loads, located outside Oncor’s service territory, could reasonably have been
performed, submitted, reviewed, and approved between June 30, 2026 and the July
10, 2026 deadline, including in light of ERCOT s May 28, 2026 cutoff for
guaranteed review of submitted studies.

The circumstances of ERCOT’s June 30, 2026 notification, including why it was
sent as an automated email to a general Oncor address rather than to Skybox or the
Oncor personnel handling BZ-465"s studies, whether ERCOT followed its regular
course of communication with those contacts, and when Skybox and Oncor first
received actual notice of the request.

Whether ERCOT, in consultation with Oncor as required by Planning Guide §
0.2.1.4(2), considered its August 8, 2025 stability study approval, its June 24, 2026
reaffirmation that the stability study remained approved and current, Oncor’s June
29, 2026 § 9.5 confirmation, and its Gnd Stability Team’s August 19, 2026
contirmation that BZ-465’s revised dynamic-data package resolved all identified
deficiencies, in reaching its September 3, 2026 classification determination and in
denying Skybox’s § 9.3.1 dispute.

The approval date and location of each of the nineteen (19) Large Loads relative to
BZ-465, and the basis for each load’s priority over BZ-465 under Planning Guide
§ 9.2.1.4(4).
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(7) Whether Oncor’s October 6, 2026 supplemental stability study resolves any
concern underlying ERCOT’s June 30, 2026 request, and whether ERCOT has
reviewed it.

Complainant reserves the right to identify additional questions of fact requiring an
evidentiary hearing based on ERCOT’s response, Commission Staff’s comments, intervenor

filings, or any evidence ERCOT identifies in support of the reclassification.

XIIL. PROPOSED PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE

Complainant respecttully requests that the Commission adopt the following proposed

procedural schedule for the Complaint, which is structured to permit the Commission to decide

this Complaint on the written record no later than January 31, 2027:

Event Proposcd Deadline
Complaint filed October 23, 2026
ERCOT Notice October 30, 2026
ERCOT Response November 6, 2026

Motions to Intervens

November 13, 2026

Commission Staff Conments

November 13, 2026

Complainant Reply

November 20, 2026

Presiding Officer Ruling on Request for Suspension

December 1, 2026

Joint Statement of Undisputed Facts and ldentification of Amy Disputed Material
Facts

December 4, 2026

ERCOT Identification of Batch Zero Study Implementation Milestones (five (3)
Business Days after suspension ruling)

December 8, 2026

Close of Discovery (responses due within seven (7) calendar davs of receipt)

December 11, 2026

Lnitial Briefs {including anv motion for summary decision)

December 16, 2026

Reply Briefs (including responses to any niotion for summary decision)

December 23, 2026

Proposal for Decision (PFD) / Proposed Order

Jamary 7, 2027

Exceptions to PFD / Proposed Order and Requests for Oral Argument

Jamary 14, 2027

Replies to Exceptions

Jamuary 21, 2027

Commission Decision

Jamary 14 or 29, 2027
Open Meeting

This schedule 1s consistent with 16 TAC § 22251 and 1s designed to permit the
Commission to resolve this Complaint on the written record before ERCOT implements the Batch
Zero study. Good cause exists under 16 TAC § 22.251(1)(1) to shorten the otherwise applicable

deadlines. ERCOT currently expects to begin Batch Zero study work in late Q1 2027, but the
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Project’s classification will be embedded in ERCOT’s study cases during the case build that
precedes the steady-state and stability screening analyses. The proposed schedule therefore
provides for: (a) a ruling on suspension before ERCOT issues its Batch Zero Eligibility
Veritication Report on December 10, 2026; and (b) a Commission decision on the merits no later
than January 31, 2027, At the same time, the schedule affords each party at least one week for each
responsive filing, accommodates the Thanksgiving and year-end holidays, and allows
approximately three weeks between the Proposal for Decision and the Commission’s consideration
of this Complaint.

The issues presented turn principally on the interpretation and application of Planning
Guide § 9.2.14 and former Planning Guide § 9.4(8) (now § 9.9(9)), and can be resolved on the
Complaint, 1ts exhibits, the parties’ joint statement of undisputed facts, and briefing, without a
trial-type evidentiary hearing. If the presiding officer determines that any material fact identitied
in Section XI 1s genuinely disputed, Complainant requests that the dispute be resolved through a
limited, expedited hearing confined to that fact and scheduled so as not to delay the Commission’s
decision beyond January 31, 2027, and that the remaining issues be resolved by summary decision.
It the Commission is unable to consider this Complaint at an open meeting on or before January
31, 2027, Complainant requests that any suspension granted remain in effect and that the

Commission consider this Complaint at its first available open meeting thereafter.

XIIL REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF PROTECTIVE ORDER

Skybox expects that, throughout this proceeding, it may be required to file certain
documents considered by Skybox to be Protected materials or Highly Sensitive Protected materials
that are not subject to public disclosure in addition to the confidential materials in its initial

complaint. In addition, Skybox will seek through discovery the identity, location, and approval
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dates of the nineteen (19) Large Loads underlying ERCOT’s June 30 request, which will require
prompt entry of a protective order.

Skybox respectfully requests that the Administrative Law Judge issue a Protective Order
protecting contidential and highly sensitive protected materials that may be produced in this
proceeding and order all parties to this proceeding to abide by the Protective Order. A courtesy
copy of the standard form of Protective Order used in PUC proceedings is attached to this
Complaint as Attachment A,

Respecttully submitted on October 23, 2026,

Juliana Sersen
State Bar No. 24046474

Sidne Finke

State Bar No. 24131870

Kyle Zagon

State Bar No. 24156538

Baker Botts LL.P.

401 S. 1st St., Suite 1300

Austin, Texas 78704

Office: (512) 322-2500

Facsimile: (512) 322-2501

Email: juliana sersen(@bakerbotts.com

Email: sidne finke@bakerbotts.com

Email: kyle zagon(@bakerbotts.com

ATTORNEYS FOR SKYBOX DATACENTERS
LLC AND TEXAS DATA CENTER CAMPUS
POWER, LLC
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certity that on October 23, 2026, this document was filed with the Public Utility
Commission of Texas in Docket No. [ ], and a true and correct copy was served by electronic

mail on all parties of record in this proceeding in accordance with 16 TAC § 22.74.

D D

Bt g+
Juliana Sersen
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF TEXAS ;o

FORT BEND
COUNTY OF Rk

o SR SR )

BEFORE ME, thc undersigned authority, on this day Richard Hayncs Strader Jr. personally appearcd,
who, being known to me and duly sworn, upon his oath deposed and stated as [ollows:

1. “My name is Richard Haynes Strader Jr. I am over the age ol eighteen (18) years, ol sound mind,
fully competent to make this affidavit, and have never been convicted of a felony or a crime
involving moral turpitude. I am fully compctent to testify to the matters stated herein,

2. I am the Chiel Development Oflicer ol Skybox Dalacenters LLC ("Skybox" or "Complainant™},
a Texas limited liability company with its principal place ol business at 3131 Turtle Creek Blvd.,
Suite 650, Dallas, Texas 75219, | have served in this role for 5 years,

4. My responsibilitics at Skybox include Icading Skybox’s stratcgic deveclopment including
overseeing site selection and power procurement through permitling, consiruction, and
energization. Prior to joining Skybox, Mr. Strader represented tenants, buyers, and sellers in
morc than 200 data ccnter transactions totaling over $3.5 billion in value, and served as Vice
President at CBRE Data Center Solutions. He is a graduate of Southern Mcthodist University
and serves on the SMU Dedman College Executive Board, the 21st Century Council, and the
SMU Folsom Institute Board.

5. I have reviewed the Complaint of Skybox Datacenters LLC Regarding ERCOT's
Reclassification of BZ-465 from Basc Load (the "Complaint"} and the factual statcments
contained in the Complaint are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

6. The l[oregoing statements are true and correct to the best ol my knowledge and beliel.”

Richard Haynee Strader, Jr

Richard Haynes Strader, Jr.
Chicf Development Officer
Skybox Datacenters LLC
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SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED beforc me by Richard Haynes Strader Ir. on this 23" day of October

2026, to certify which witness my hand and scal of office.

R

Notary Public, Statc of Texas

\\\}\\Hl'lﬂumf.r,;?
Sher sy,

A oS g Printed Name: LaToya Burns

LaTeya Burns

M'@,"F"i 5*;\@&‘ COMMISSION EXPIRES

“ h
R May 8, 2028

.. . 05/09/2028
My conmimnission expires:

[SEAL]

Electronically signed and notarized online using the Proof platform.
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RECORD OF EXHIBITS

Attached hereto 1s a certified or sworn copy of the following documents censtituting or

evidencing the matter complained of, as required by § 22.251(e)(2)(H):

Exhibit A: ERCOT to ONCOR RE: Stability Study

Exhibit B {Confidential): BZ-165 Executed Interconnection Agreement FEA-Skvbox
Wichita Falls

Exhibit C (HSPM): Evidence of Financial Security Posted with Oncor for FEA

Exhibit D: ERCOT to Oncor Correspondence Confirming Approval of
Steady-State Study and Stability Study

Exhibit E: ERCOT to Oncor Correspondence Confirming Approval of
Steady-State Study and Stability Study

Exhibit F; BZ Dispute ADR Waiver

Exhibit G: Oncor to ERCOT Correspondence RE: Short Circuit Completion

Exhibit H: Oncor to ERCOT Confirmation of 9.5

Exhibit I: ERCOT to Oncor Request for Additional Study

Exhibit J (HSPM): Financial Secunty for Batch Zero Letter of Credit

Exhibit K: ERCOT to Skvbox Email Confirmation of Receipt

Exhibit L ERCOT to Skybox & Oncor RE: Revised Dynamic

Modcl Solving Deficicney

Exhibit M: ERCOT Notice M-A080326-01 Update Regarding Batch
Zero Timelines and Proccsscs

Exhibit N (HSPM): Correspondence Between Skvbox & ERCOT Regarding
Competing Loads and Study-Arca Conflict

Exhibit O: Notice from ERCOT on Dispute Resolution
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Exhibit P:

Exhibit Q:

Exhibit R:

Exhibit § (Confidential):

Exhibit T:

Exhibit U (Confidential):;

Exhibit V:

Exhibit W:

Exhibit X:

Exhibit Y (Confidential):

Exhibit Z (HSPM):

Exhibit AA:

Exhibit AB (HSPM):

Exhibit AC:

Exhibit AD:

Exhibit AE:

Exhibit AF (HHSPM):

Oncor Correspondence to ERCOT on Dispute Resolution

BZ Dispute Meeting Invitation

BZ Dispute Meeting Follow Up from ERCOT

Section 93 .1 Dispute Form

Correspondence between Skvbox & Oncor RE: LLIS
Submission Question

Skyvbox-ERCOT Correspondence RE: BZ Materials Submission

Wichita Falls Letter of Support

K. Malmgren (Oncor) to ERCOT RE: BZ-465 Dispute Process
and Attached Stability Study

Oncor Confirmation to Skyvbox RE: ERCOT Receipt of Batch Zero
LLI Request

Skvbox-ERCOT Correspondence RE: Dynamic Model Confirmation

Batch Zero Load Commissioning Plan (LCP)

Govemor Abbott's Directive Letter to ERCOT and PUCT

Sworn Affidavit of Travis Young, Chief Financial Officer,
Skybox Datacenters LLC, Authorized Signatory, Texas Data Centers
Campus Power, LLC

Evidence of Submission to ERCOT

Sworn Affidavit of Richard Hayvnes Strader Jr., Chicf
Development Officer, Skybox Datacenters LLC

Oncor LLIR Submission and LL Identifier Request

Skvbox Load Questionnaire
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Exhibit AH:

Exhibit AT:

Exhibit AJ (HSPM):

Exhibit AK (IISPM):

Exhibit AL:

Exhibit AM {(HSPM):

Exhibit AN (HSPM):

Exhibit AO (IISPM):

Load Ramp Request and Submission

Oncor Response to ERCOT May 22 RFI

Confirmation of Skyvbox October 14 IFEA Funding

Exccutcd IFEA

ERCOT Response to LLIR Submission and LLI Identifier

Request

Skvbox Submission of DWG Survey, Dyvnamic Model, PSCAD

Skvbox Initial Dyvnamic Model Submission

Discretionary Scrvice Agrecment
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DOCKET NO.

COMPLAINT OF SKYBOX §  PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
DATACENTERS LLC AGAINST THE ~ §
ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL  § OF TEXAS
OF TEXAS, INC. §
§

PROTECTIVE ORDER

This Protective Order governs the use of all information deemed confidential, including
information for which the confidentiality designation is in dispute, by a party providing
information to the Public Utility Commission of Texas (Commission) or to any other party to this
proceeding. Under this Protective Order, “Protected Materials” are any information designated by
a party as confidential. Within Protected Materials is a subset of highly confidential information
designated as “Highly Sensitive Protected Materials.” Unless otherwise noted, references in this
Protective Order to Protected Materials include Highly Sensitive Protected Materials, and the
provisions of this Protective Order pertaining to Protected Materials also apply to Highly Sensitive
Protected Materials, except where this Protective Order provides additional protections or

requirements for Highly Sensitive Protected Materials.

It is ORDERED that:

L. Designation of Protected Materials. When producing or filing a document, regardless of

the format, the producing party may designate that document, or any portion of it, as
contidential pursuant to this Protective Order by labeling the document as “PROTECTED
MATERIAL PURSUANT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER ISSUED IN DOCKET
NO. 7 and consecutively Bates Stamping each page. Protected Materials include the
documents so designated, as well as the substance of the information contained in the
documents and any description, report, summary, or statement about the substance of the
information contained 1n the documents. Parties should ensure compliance with 16 Texas

Administrative Code (TAC) § 22.71 regarding the filing of confidential documents.

2. Materials Excluded from Designation. Protected Materials may not include any

information or documents (a) contained in the public files of the Commission or any cther

federal or state agency, court, or local governmental authority subject to the Public
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Docket No. Protective Order Page 2 of 10

Information Act;! or (b) which at the time of disclosure in this proceeding are public
knowledge or which later become public knowledge other than through disclosure in

violation of this Protective Order.

Reviewing Party. A Reviewing Party is any party provided Protected Materials in the

course of this proceeding.

Designation of Protected Materials. When Protected Materials are filed with the

Commission, the producing party must comply with the requirements ot 16 TAC § 22.71())
and must 1dentify, 1f applicable: (a) any exceptions to the Public Information Act claimed
to apply to the Protected Materials; (b) the reasons supporting a claim the information is
excepted from disclosure under the Public Information Act; and (c) that counsel for the
producing party, if any, has reviewed the information sufficiently to state in good faith that
the information is excepted from disclosure under the Public Information Act and merits

the Protected Materials designation.

Persons Permitted Access to Protected Materials. Except as otherwise provided in this

Protective Order, a Reviewing Party may access Protected Materials only through its
Reviewing Representatives who have signed the Protective Order Certification Form (see
Attachment A) and filed the signed Protective Order Certification Form in this proceeding.
The Reviewing Representatives consist of the Reviewing Party, if not represented by
counsel, or the Reviewing Party’s counsel of record in this proceeding and any associated
attorneys, statf, consultants, and other persons employed or retained by the Reviewing
Party or the Reviewing Party’s counsel of record and directly engaged in this proceeding.
Commission Staff will not provide copies of another party’s Protected Materials to
Reviewing Representatives. Reviewing Representatives may request copies of Protected
Materials directly from the producing party. Reviewing Representative may also view, but
not receive copies of, Protected Materials in person in the oftices of the Commission. At
all times, the presiding otficer and the presiding officer’s staff shall have access to

Protected Materials for purposes of this proceeding, in compliance with 16 TAC

§ 22.71G)(6).

I Tex. Gov'L Code §§ 552.001-.407.
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6.

Highly Sensitive Protected Materials. Highly Sensitive Protected Materials are a subset

of Protected Materials and include documents or information that a producing party claims
are of such a highly sensitive nature that making copies of such documents or information
or providing access to such information, except as specified herein, would expose a
producing party to unreasonable risk of harm. Under this Protective Order, Highly
Sensitive Protected Materials include but are not limited to: (a) customer-specific
information protected by PURA? §32.101(c) or Texas Utilities Code § 182.052;
(b) contractual information pertaining to contracts that specify that their terms are
confidential or that are confidential pursuant to an order entered in litigation to which the
producing party is a party; (c) market-sensitive fuel price forecasts, wholesale transaction
information, and/or market-sensitive marketing plans; and (d) business operations or
financial information that i1s commercially sensitive. Documents or information so
classified by a producing party must bear the designation “HIGHLY SENSITIVE
PROTECTED MATERIALS PROVIDED PURSUANT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER
ISSUED INDOCKET NO. " and must be consecutively Bates Stamped. Any notes
made from Highly Sensitive Protected Materials must alsc be treated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Materials unless such notes contain only a description of the document and a
general characterization that does not reveal any substantive information from the
document. Parties should ensure compliance with 16 TAC § 22.71 regarding the filing of

confidential documents.

Persons Who May Have Access to Highly Sensitive Protected Materials. Access to

Highly Sensitive Protected Material is limited to those persons authorized by 16 TAC
§ 22.71(j)}(6) and Reviewing Representatives who have signed the Protective Order
Certification Form (see Attachment A) and filed the signed Protective Order Certification
Form in this proceeding. Permitted Reviewing Representatives consist of the Reviewing
Party, if not represented by counsel, or the Reviewing Party’s counsel of record in this
proceeding and any associated attorneys, staff, consultants, and other persons employed or
retained by the Reviewing Party or the Reviewing Party’s counsel of record and directly
engaged in this proceeding. Commission Staff will not provide copies of another party’s

Highly Sensitive Protected Materials to Reviewing Representatives.  Reviewing

2 Public Utility Regulatory Act, Tex. Util. Code §§ 11.001-66.017.
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10.

Representatives may request copies of Highly Sensitive Protected Materials directly from
the producing party as specified herein. Reviewing Representative may also view, but not
receive copies of, Highly Sensitive Protected Materials in person in the offices of the
Commission. At all times, the presiding otficer and the presiding officer’s statt shall have
access to Highly Sensitive Protected Materials for purposes of this proceeding, in

compliance with 16 TAC § 22.71()}(6).

Copies of Highly Sensitive Protected Materials. A producing party must provide at least

one copy of Highly Sensitive Protected Materials to a Reviewing Party. Any Highly
Sensitive Protected Materials provided to a Reviewing Party may not be copied by the
Reviewing Party except for the following reasons: (a) for admission into the evidentiary
record; (b) upon order by the presiding ofticer, after a tinding of good cause; or (¢) by
agreement of the producing party. The Reviewing Party 1s required to maintain a record
of any copies made of Highly Sensitive Protected Materials and must timely provide such
record to the producing party. The record must specify the location and person(s)

possessing a copy.

Public Information Requests. If a request is made for Protected Materials under the

Public Information Act, a copy of the requested Protected Materials may be furnished to
the Open Records Division at the Office of the Texas Attorney General (OAG) in

compliance with applicable law.

Required Certification. Prior to reviewing Protected Materials, a Reviewing Party,

including any applicable Reviewing Representative, must agree in writing to the following

certification found in Attachment A to this Protective Order:

I certify my understanding that the Protected Materials are provided to me
under the terms of the Protective Order in this proceeding, which I have
read and hereby agree to be bound by. [ understand that the contents of the
Protected Materials, including any information derived from them, must not
be disclosed to anyone except in accordance with the Protective Order and,
unless T am an employee of the Commission or the Oftice of Public Utility
Counsel (OPUC), will be used only for the purpose of the proceeding in
Docket No. . I acknowledge that the obligations imposed by this
certification are pursuant to such Protective Order.
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12.

Prior to reviewing Highly Sensitive Protected Materials, a Reviewing Party, including any
applicable Reviewing Representative, must agree in writing to the following certification
found in Attachment A to this Protective Order:

I certify that I am eligible to review Highly Sensitive Protected Materials

under the Protective Order in this proceeding. I turther certity my

understanding that the Highly Sensitive Protected Materials provided to me

may include information designated as critical energy infrastructure

information (CEIl), and 1 agree to treat such CEIl confidentially in
accordance with the terms of the Protective Order.

The Reviewing Party is required to file a copy of each signed certification in this

proceeding before being granted access to any confidential materials.

Disclosures between Reviewing Representatives and Continuation of Restrictions. A

Reviewing Representative may disclose Protected Materials to another Reviewing
Representative who has executed the signed certification required by Paragraph 10
appropriate for the materials disclosed. It a Reviewing Representative to whom Protected
Materials have been disclosed stops participating in this proceeding, that person’s right to
review Protected Materials is terminated and all notes or other information derived from
the Protected Materials must be destroyed or given to another Reviewing Representative
authorized to review Protected Materials. Any person who has executed a certification
under Paragraph 10 is bound by this Protective Order as long as it is in effect, even if that

person no longer participates in this proceeding.

Procedures Regarding Voluminous Protected Materials. 16 TAC § 22.144(h) governs

production of veluminous Protected Materials. Voluminous Protected Materials will be
made available by the producing party in Austin, Texas, or at a mutually agreed upon
location, Monday through Friday, 9:00 am. to 5:00 p.m. (except on state or Federal
holidays), and at other mutually convenient times upon reasonable request. If requested,
copies of voluminous Protected Materials may be made available to a requesting party, at
the party’s expense, provided however that Commission Statf, OPUC, the Electric
Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT), and the OAG are not required to pay for copies

of voluminous Protected Materials.

Reviewing Period. Protected Materials may be reviewed only until the Commission’s

plenary jurisdiction over this proceeding expires, which may be reopened if the
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17.

Commission regains jurisdiction due to a remand as provided by law. Protected Materials
admitted into the evidentiary record or accompanying the evidentiary record as offers of

proof may be reviewed through the pendency of this proceeding and any appeals.

Use of Protected Materials. Protected Materials are made available solely for use in this

proceeding and access to Protected Materials may not be used 1n furtherance of any other
purpose, including, without limitation: (a) any other pending or potential proceeding
invelving any claim, complaint, or other grievance of whatever nature, except appellate
review proceedings that may arise from or be subject to these proceedings; or (b) any
business or competitive endeavor of whatever nature. Because of their statutory regulatory

obligations, these restrictions do not apply to Commission Staff or OPUC.

Confidential Treatment of Protected Materials and Information Derived from Those

Materials. A Reviewing Party’s notes, memoranda, or other information regarding or
derived from Protected Materials are to be treated confidentially by the Reviewing Party
and must not be disclosed or used by the Reviewing Party except as permitted and provided
in this Protective Order. Information derived from or describing the Protected Materials
must be maintained in a secure place and must not be placed in the public or general files
of the Reviewing Party except in accordance with the provisions of this Protective Order.
A Reviewing Party must take all reasonable precautions to ensure that the Protected
Materials, including notes and analyses made therefrom that also constitute Protected
Materials, are not viewed or taken by any person other than a Reviewing Representative of

a Reviewing Party.

Procedures for Submission of Protected Materials. A party submitting to the

Commission any filing, testimoeny, exhibit, or other document containing or disclosing any
Protected Materials must comply with 16 TAC § 22.71(j). The presiding officer may
subsequently remove or modify the filing’s confidential designation, as provided under
16 TAC § 22.71())(2). If filing before a judicial body, the filing party: (a) must notity the
party that provided the information within sutficient time to allow that party to seek a
temporary sealing order; and (b) must otherwise follow the procedures in Rule 76a, Texas

Rules of Civil Procedure.

Protected Materials during Pendency of Appeal Regarding Confidential Designation.

If at any time the presiding officer orders that all or part of the Protected Materials do not
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18.

20.

merit designation as confidential, or that materials claimed to be Highly Sensitive Protected
Materials are only Protected Materials, those materials will nevertheless be subject to the
protection afforded by this Protective Order for three working days, unless otherwise
ordered, trom the date the party asserting confidentiality receives written notice of the
presiding ofticer’s order. If an appeal to the Commissioners is filed within that three-
working-day time period, the Protected Materials will be afforded the contidential

treatment and status provided in this Protective Order during the pendency ot such appeal.

Notice of Intent to Use Protected Materials or Change Materials Designation. Parties

must notify all other parties prior to offering Protected Materials into evidence or otherwise
disclosing such information in the record. During the pendency of this proceeding at the
Commission, a Reviewing Party wishing to disclose Protected Materials to any person to
whom disclosure is not authorized by this Protective Order or wishing to change the
designation of Protected Materials must first file and serve on all parties written notice of
such proposed disclosure or request for change in designation, identifying with
particularity the affected Protected Materials. A Reviewing Party may challenge the

designation of Protected Materials at any time.

Procedures to Contest Disclosure or Change in Designation. If a party contests a

proposed disclosure or request for change in designation, that party must file with the
presiding officer its objection, with supporting affidavits (if any) within five working days
after receiving the notice of the proposed disclosure or change in designation. If the party
asserting confidentiality does not file such an objection within this time period, that party
will be deemed to have waived any objection to the proposed disclosure or request for
change in designation. Within five working days after an objection and supporting
materials are tiled, any responsive pleadings or documents by any other party must be filed.
Any party seeking disclosure or change in designation must support its request with a
statement verifying that the party has reviewed all portions of the materials in dispute and
providing the reason the Protected Materials should not be confidential under applicable

legal standards.

Presiding Officer Determination Regarding Disclosure or Change in Designation. If

a proposed disclosure or change in designation is contested, the presiding officer will rule

on the request without a hearing, although the presiding officer may conduct a prehearing
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21,

22,

conference to determine the matter. The burden is on the party asserting confidentiality to
show that disclosure or change 1n designation should not occur. If the presiding officer
determines that the proposed disclosure or change in designation should occur, disclosure
must not take place earlier than three working days after such determination unless

otherwise ordered.

Maintenance of Protected Status during Challenge Periods. This paragraph identifies

the time periods during which protection will continue to be afforded under this Protective
Order for Protected Materials pending appeal. A party has ten days from either (a) the date
of an untavorable Commission order or (b) the date an appeal of an interim order to the
Commission is overruled by operation of law, to file a challenge in the courts of this state
to an order allowing disclosure or change in designation. Similarly, a party challenging a
state district court determination allowing disclosure or change 1n designation shall have
ten days to file an appeal of such order. Finally, a party challenging a determination of a
state appeals court allowing disclosure or change in designation will have ten days from
the date of the appellate court order to file a challenge to the order. During these time
periods, all Protected Materials will be afforded the confidential treatment and status

provided for in this Protective Order.

Return of Copies of Protected Materials and Destruction of Information Derived

from Protected Materials. Following the conclusion of this proceeding, each Reviewing

Party must, no later than 30 days following receipt of the notice described below, return to
the party asserting confidentiality all copies of the Protected Materials provided by that
party pursuant to this Protective Order and all copies reproduced by a Reviewing Party.
Further, within that same time period, counsel for each Reviewing Party must provide to
the party asserting confidentiality a letter by counsel representing that any Protected
Materials (including copies of notes, memoranda, and other documents regarding or
derived from the Protected Materials) that have not been returned have been destroyed.
Promptly following the conclusion of this proceeding, counsel for the party asserting
confidentiality must send a written notice to all other parties reminding them of their
obligations under this Paragraph. In this Protective Order, “conclusion of this proceeding”
means the exhaustion of available appeals, or the expiration of the time tfor making such

appeals, as provided by applicable law. If, following any appeal, the Commission conducts
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24,

a remand proceeding, then the “conclusion of this proceeding” 1s extended by the remand
to the exhaustion of available appeals of the remand, or the expiration of the time for
making such appeals, as provided by applicable law. Nothing in this Paragraph prohibits
counsel tor each Reviewing Party from retaining two copies of any tiled testimony, brief,
application for rehearing, hearing exhibit or other pleading which refers to Protected
Materials, provided that any such Protected Materials retained by counsel will remain

subject to the provisions of this Protective Order.

Applicability of Other Law. This Protective Order is subject to the requirements of the

Public Information Act, the Open Meetings Act,® the Texas Securities Act,* and any other
applicable law. However, if possible, any party subject to those acts must notity the party
asserting confidentiality prior to disclosing Protected Materials under those acts as
specified herein. Notwithstanding any other provision herein, such notice 1s not required
where the Protected Materials are sought by governmental officials autherized to conduct
a criminal or civil investigation that relates to or invelves the Protected Materials, and those
governmental officials indicate in writing that such notice could compromise the
investigation and that the governmental entity involved will maintain the confidentiality of

the Protected Materials.

Procedures for Release of Information Under Order. Notwithstanding any other

provision herein, if required by order of a governmental or judicial bedy, the Reviewing
Party may release confidential information as required by such order. However, the
Reviewing Party must (a) notify the producing party of the order requiring the release of
such information within tive days of the date the Reviewing Party has notice of the order;
(b) notify the producing party at least five days in advance of the release of the information
to allow the producing party to contest release of the confidential information; and (c) use
1ts best efforts to prevent such materials from being disclosed to the public. This Protective
Order does not preclude the Reviewing Party from complying with any valid and
enforceable order of a state or federal court with competent jurisdiction specifically

requiring disclosure of Protected Materials earlier than contemplated herein. The notice

* Tex. Gov't Code §§ 551.001—.146.
T Tex, Gov'i Code §§ 4001.001—4008.105,
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specified in this paragraph is not required where the Protected Materials are sought by
governmental officials authorized to conduct a criminal or civil investigation that relates
to or involves the Protected Materials, and those governmental officials indicate in writing
that such notice could compromise the investigation and that the governmental entity

involved will maintain the contidentiality of the Protected Materials.

25. Best Efforts Defined. The term “best efforts” as used in the preceding paragraph requires

that the Reviewing Party attempt to ensure that disclosure 1s not made unless such
disclosure 1s pursuant to a final order of a Texas governmental or judicial body, the written
opinion of the Texas Attorney General sought in compliance with the Public Information
Act, or the request of governmental officials authorized to conduct a criminal or civil
investigation that relates to or involves the Protected Materials. The Reviewing Party is
not required to delay compliance with a lawful order to disclose such information but 1s
required to timely notify the party asserting confidentiality, or its counsel, that it has
received a challenge to the confidentiality of the information and that the Reviewing Party
will either proceed under the provisions of § 552 301 of the Public Information Act, or

intends to comply with the final governmental or court order.

26, Sanctions. If the presiding officer finds that a party unreasonably designated materials as
Protected Materials or Highly Sensitive Protected Materials, unreasonably attempted to
prevent disclosure, or otherwise breached this Protective Order, the presiding officer may

sanction the party under 16 TAC § 22.161.

QrCADM Dockel Managemen(:Templales:Froleclive Order Templales'Proieclive Order Templaies:New Universal SPO (Final version March
2026).docx



ATTACHMENT A
Protective Order Certification

I certify my understanding that the Protected Materials are provided to me under the terms
of the Protective Order in this proceeding, which I have read and hereby agree to be bound by. I
understand that the contents of the Protected Materials, including any information derived from
them, must not be disclosed to anyone except in accordance with the Protective Order and, unless
I am an employee of the Commission or the Office of Public Utility Counsel (OPUC), will be used
only for the purpose of the proceeding in Docket No. . 1 acknowledge that the obligations

imposed by this certification are pursuant to such Protective Order.

Signature Party Represented

Printed Name Date

I certify that I am eligible to review Highly Sensitive Protected Materials under the Protective
Order in this proceeding. I further certify my understanding that the Highly Sensitive Protected
Materials provided to me may include information designated as critical energy infrastructure
information (CEII), and I agree to treat such CEII confidentially in accordance with the terms of

the Protective Order.

Signature Party Represented

Printed Name Date
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Exhibit A
Page 1 of |
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Exhibit D
Page | of |

From:

Tor Mesgows, Montss: Laps cadlilsroonecion

Ce Maik Hars'c Shahoosd Tageos; Ward Joth, Fensbermacher, Austin
Subject o (R e L2273 mssumptions:

Date: Wetnesday, June 24, 2006 338:55 P

Attachments.

WARNING: This email message did not oniginate from Oncor and is from an external

organzabon. DO NOT CLICK links or aftachments uniess you recognize the sender and are certain
the content is safe

Hi Montse,

Thank you for the context! | missed this in my read through of the scope after taking
over for Caleb.

q and LLI-2233 are Steady State approved for the limits below contingent
upon the system upgrades identified in the LCP. Please note this is notice of Steady
State approval only, the overall approval is subject to change based on the results of
the other LLIS.

At your earliest convenience, please provide an updated LIF for each respective LLL

LLI Status:

Figured this is helpful for both of us to make sure our records align and we can
provide proper 9.4/9.5 status approval when appropnate. Please let me know if there
are any discrepancies and provide the respective documentation so | can make
corrections.

LLI-2233

94:

Steady State approved
Stability Approved
Missing Short Circuit

9.5:
B | conedio o conims 5

documentation 1s in place.

Thanks,

Rolando Garza

Engineer, Large Load Integration
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Exhibit E
Page | of |

From:

Tor Mesgows, Montss: Laps cadlilsroonecion

Ce Maik Hars'c Shahoosd Tageos; Ward Joth, Fensbermacher, Austin
Subject o (R e L2273 mssumptions:

Date: Wetnesday, June 24, 2006 338:55 P

Attachments.

WARNING: This email message did not oniginate from Oncor and is from an external

organzabon. DO NOT CLICK links or aftachments uniess you recognize the sender and are certain
the content is safe

Hi Montse,

Thank you for the context! | missed this in my read through of the scope after taking
over for Caleb.

q and LLI-2233 are Steady State approved for the limits below contingent
upon the system upgrades identified in the LCP. Please note this is notice of Steady
State approval only, the overall approval is subject to change based on the results of
the other LLIS.

[

At your earliest convenience, please provide an updated LIF for each respective LLL

LLI Status:

Figured this is helpful for both of us to make sure our records align and we can
provide proper 9.4/9.5 status approval when appropnate. Please let me know if there
are any discrepancies and provide the respective documentation so | can make
corrections.

LLI-2233

94:

Steady State approved
Stability Approved
Missing Short Circuit

9.5:
B | conedio o conims 5

documentation 1s in place.

Thanks,

Rolando Garza

Engineer, Large Load Integration
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From: Seely, Chad <Chad.Seely@ercot.com> Exhibit F

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2026 4:39 PM Page 1 of 2
To: Sersen, Juliana; Fohn, Doug; Switzer, Christina

Cc: BUGContact -- haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com; Finke, Sidne; Gallo, Andrew

Subject: RE: Request for ADR Waiver Regarding Batch Zero Classification - Skybox Datacenters

LLC (BZ-465)
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

This message needs your attention

* This is their first mail to some recipients.

Report or Mark Safe Powered by Mimecast

Juliana:

| hereby waive the ADR requirement under Protocol Section 20. Thank you.

Chad V. Seely
SVP, Regulatory Policy, General Counsel & Chief Compliance Officer
0: 512-225-7035 | M: 512-825-0288

From: Sersen, Juliana <juliana.sersen@bakerbotts.com>

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2026 4:40 PM

To: Seely, Chad <Chad.Seely@ercot.com>; Fohn, Doug <Douglas.Fohn@ercot.com>; Switzer, Christina
<Christina.Switzer @ercot.com>

Cc: BUGContact — haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Finke, Sidne
<sidne.finke@bakerbotts.com>

Subject: Request for ADR Waiver Regarding Batch Zero Classification - Skybox Datacenters LLC (BZ-465)
Importance: High

*kkxx EXTERNAL Email *****

Please be cautious and evaluate before you click on links, open attachments, or provide

credentials. As areminder, please report phishing emails via the Report Phishing button. If the
button is not available, then please forward to ‘ReportPhishing@ercot.com’

Good afternoon, Chad, Doug and Christina:

| am writing on behalf of Skybox Datacenters LLC (Skybox), the Interconnecting Large Load Entity (ILLE) for BZ-
465 (the “Project”), to request ERCOT’s written agreement under Protocol § 20.5(7) to waive the Alternative
Dispute Resolution (ADR) process with respect to ERCOT’s Batch Zero conditional reclassification of the Project.
Skybox has completed the classification dispute process prescribed by Planning Guide § 9.3.1(2)(a)(i), and on
September 18, 20265, ERCOT communicated its denial of Skybox’'s requested relief, and maintained Project’s
Batch Zero classification as Studied and Allocated Load under § 9.2.1.2 would remain. However, Skybox
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By completing the Batch Zero classification dispute process under the Planning Guide, Skybox satisfledhtbid §
20.3(1) requirement to exhaust applicable dispute resolution procedures before initiating ADR.%@@Cng
20.5(7) separately authorizes the parties to waive ADR by written agreement and expressly provides that such
an agreement completes the ADR proceeding. Together, these provisions establish a clear procedural path for
concluding ERCOT's internal review and allowing Skybox to seek relief from the Public Utility Commission of
Texas (the “Commission”) under 16 Tex. Admin. Code (TAC) § 22.251.

Waiver is appropriate here because ERCOT has considered and rejected Skybox's challenge through the process
specifically established for Batch Zero classification disputes. The parties’ disagreement concerns ERCOT's
interpretation and application of the Planning Guide requirements governing the Project’s classification.
Requiring another internal proceeding to revisit that same dispute, with ERCOT again determining its
disposition, would impose additional time and expense without an identified basis to expect a different
outcome. A written waiver would preserve both parties’ positions on the merits while permitting the
Commission to resclve the dispute.

Timing is consequential. Treating the Project as Studied/Allocated Load rather than Base Load changes its
treatment within Batch Zero and creates uncertainty concerning allocation and the Project’s ability to proceed
on its planned schedule. Under Protocol §§ 20.5(4)—(5), the ordinary ADR schedule permits up to 75 days from
initiation to the initial meeting and another 30 days thereafter for disposition, absent agreed extensions.
Although the parties may proceed more quickly, that potential delay is substantial in the context of an ongoing
Batch Zero process. Prompt waiver would allow Skybox to seek Commission review while relief can still
meaningfully address the disputed classification and its consequences.

Accordingly, Skybox expressly agrees to waive ADR concerning ERCOT’s conditional reclassification of BZ-465
and requests ERCOT’s written concurrence under Protocol § 20.5(7), confirming that the agreement completes
the ADR proceeding. This requested waiver concerns the ADR procedure only: Skybox maintains its claim to
Base Load classification and reserves all substantive claims, rights, and remedies.

Please provide ERCOT’s written response at your earliest convenience. |f ERCOT declines to agree, we would
appreciate an explanation of that position and coordination of an expedited meeting and disposition schedule
in light of the Project’s timing considerations.

Kind regards,

Juliana Sersen
Partner

Baker Botts L.L.P.
juliana.sersen@bakerbotts.com
+1.737.230.3176

401 South 1% Street, Suite 1300
Austin, Texas 78704

& i

BAKER BOTTS
WOREE
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RE: and LLI-2233 assumptions: Exhibit G
> Page 1 of |
G S Reply ) ReplyAl > Forward

aw

MM Meadows, Montse

® To @ Garza, Rolando; @ Largeloadinterconnection Thu 6/25/2026 7:57 PM
Cc @ Naik, Harsh; @ Shahooei, Zagros; ® Ward, Josh simmmmatermmmummdyistin; @ Liu, Meng
LIF -LLI 2233 TSR 3855 6252026.xlsx Lo, SETPIRVIL PPN § 06252026.xsx ! - EF P B
a 276 KB V| v B ST B =

Hello Rolando,

Thank you for all your help with this request. | have attached the LIF for each load project, with the LLI number included on each document.

Additionally, our system protection group has completed the short circuit analysis. I've attached the updated report, with the relevant section included just before the appendix.
With these last two items now complete, please let us know if there is anything further needed from our end. We appreciate your continued support and attention to these projects.
Please don’t hesitate to reach out if you have any comments or questions my cell is below.,

Best,

V. Montse Meadows
Oncor | Transmission Planning

\J/ 777 Main Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102
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Exhibit K

Page 1

Auto-Reply: Your Batch Zero Submission Has Been Received & Summarize

) BatchZero <BatchZeroi@ercot.com>
T © Heyees Stracer

Coc  Marnness, ML Sponger Ages  NhUAmETE  AETeUn weoe = Wil Shannon

This message i kow impartance

This is an automated confirmation that your amad has besn received by the Batch Zero intake team, Your submission has not yet been reviewed or processed.

For about sub ar deadii please visit the Lange Load integration pase ¢ ERCOT.com,
Thank You,
ERCOT Large Load Intagration Team

LA

From: Haynes Strader <nuynos & ghyDoscalacenters soms

Sent: Thursday, 09 July 2026 14:24:40

To: BatchZero <Hatchlern @ emwot coms

Cc: Mareness, Matt <rill meneness = el coms; Springer, Agee <Ague. Spnngar SO0t SorD, joshua ward <os!iua W S 000 ooms>, nelson wade <nelson. wadde Blontoe corr. Williem Shannon <Wilkam Shannen & snbordaticentees com>
Subject: BZ-465 ILLE Submission Complated

weses EXTERANAL Email *o===

Plasve o us and svaluate bafore you click on links, open attachmants, of dantials. As a remindar, plaase repart phishing amails vio tha Rapart Phishing button. i the button is n vallable, than please forward to

ERCOT Team,

This is & redundant amail on BZ-465 (It was submitted in another thread on 07/08), but to make v Cartain you hova received.

Skybox is conf § that the dy modal ¥ model, model p supporting d and the ERCOT Dynamic Working Group Large Load Data Survey have all been uploaded to the 52-455 sharepoint file
We b inthe "ILLE S Files® folder,

Respoctiully.

Haynes

~ Haynes Strader
Oo Seybos Delaceniery

Chin! Development OfMcm
S o
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Exhibit L
From: Hinojosa, Ramon <Ramon.Hinojosa@ercot.com> Page 1 of |
Sent: Wednesday, 19 August 2026 10:05:41

To: Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Nick Dills <ndills@Prioritypower.com>; Kevin

Yung <kyung@prioritypower.com>; Springer, Agee <Agee.Springer@ercot.com>; Webber, Kenisha
<Kenisha.Webber@ercot.com>; Zuloaga, Scott <Scott.Zuloaga@ercot.com>; BatchZero
<BatchZero@ercot.com>; joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com>; Mowles, Meagan
<meagan.mowles@oncor.com>

Cc: Terry Yung <tyung@Prioritypower.com>; Nick Klopp <nklopp@Prioritypower.com>; Fred Painter
<fpainter@prioritypower.com>; Sarai Cortez <scortez@Prioritypower.com>; Rob Morris
<Rob@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Travis Young <Travis@skyboxdatacenters.com>; William Shannon
<William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Michael Krutak

<michael.krutak@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Jack O'Neill <jack.oneill@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Nick
Bouknight <nick.bouknight@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Subject: RE: Batch Zero Dynamic Model Review: LLI-2233/BZ-465

ERCOT has reviewed the revised dynamic model data package submitted for LLI-2233/BZ-
465 in response to the deficiencies identified on July 31, 2026. ERCOT has determined that
the revised data resolves each previously identified deficiency. This notification pertains
only to the dynamic model data package.

Thank you,

Ramon Hinojosa

erCOt\.V Operations Stability Engineer, Operations Stability Support

2705 West Lake Drive, Taylor, TX 76573
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Exhibit M
Page 1 of 1

1126, 823 AM M-A0S80526-01 Update Reparding Batch Zero Timelines and Processes

To: Notice Operations@lists.ercot.com
Sent: 8/3/26, 3:22 PM

Subject: M-A080326-01 Update Regarding Batch Zero Timelines and Processes

NOTICE DATE: August 3, 2026
NOTICE TYPE: M-A080326-01 General
SHORT DESCRIPTION: Update Regarding Batch Zero Timelines and Processes

INTENDED AUDIENCE: Interconnecting Large Load Customers, Transmission/Distribution Service
Providers, and other interested stakeholders

DAYS AFFECTED: August 7, 2026 and beyond

LONG DESCRIPTION: Today, August 3, 2026, Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT)
received a letter from Governor Greg Abbott directing ERCOT to conduct a verification process before
advancing any data center Large Loads through the interconnection process. Based on the directive in
the Governor's letter, ERCOT will not notify each Interconnecting Distribution Service Provider and
Transmission Service Provider of how any Large Load is classified in the Batch Zero Interconnection
Study by August 7, 2026. ERCOT will file, in advance of the Public Utility Commission of Texas's
(PUCT's) August 20, 2026 open meeting, a request for a good cause exception related to the timelines
and process for Batch Zero set forth in ERCOT Planning Guide Sections 5 and 9. ERCOT will consult
with the PUCT to determine next steps. ERCOT will update this Market Notice once the filing has been
made with the PUCT.

CONTACT: If you have any questions, please email the LLWG_Feedback@ercot.com. You may also
call the general ERCOT Client Services phone number at (512) 248-3900 or contact ERCOT Client
Services via email at ClientServices@ercot.com.

If you are receiving email from a public ERCOT distribution list that you no longer wish to receive, please follow
this link in order to unsubscribe from this list: http://lists.ercot.com.

kg

https:: wwwcrcot. comservices: comm: mkt_notices: M-AOS05326-01 76 1



Exhibit O
Page 1 of 1

RE: BZ-465 Dispute Process & summarize & “ &~

 BZReclassification «BZReclassification@ercot.com= Fricay, September 18, 2026 at 8:21AM

Te:

BZReclassification; € Haynes Strader; Sersen, Juliana; () Rob Morris; ® Travis Young; @ William Shannon; (& Michael Krutak; Malmgren, Kallie; Buck, Ellen; joshuaward; +8 maore ~

” Some people whe received this message don't often get email from bzreclassification@ercot.com. Leam why this is important
Good morning. ERCOT huas completed its review of the additional information provided. This email confirms that BZ-465 remains classified as g studied load.

Regards,
Assistant General Counsel - Regulatory

Phone: 512-225-7010 {o}; 512-683-7270 (c)
Email: andrew.gallo@eicot.com

ercol>

sener Piweey, Cur Froonisa,
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Exhibit P
Tuesday, September 29, 2026 at 3:59:48 PM Gentral Daylight$fnb Of 2

Subject: Fwd: BZ-465 Batch Zero Conditional Classification

Date: Tuesday, September 8, 2026 at 10:43:57 AM Central Daylight Time
From: Rob Marris

To: Haynes Strader

Attachments: ERCOT PG Section 9.3.1 Dispute Form.docx, BZ-465,x1sx

% Rob Morris
Skyhox Datacenters

Begin forwarded message:

From: TSinterconnectionsupport <ISinterconnectionsupport@oncor.com:
Subject: BZ-465 Batch Zero Conditional Classification

Date: September 8, 2026 at 10:40:51AM CDT

To: "rob@skyboxdatacenters.com" <rob@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Cc: TSinterconnectionsupport <ISinterconnectionsupport@oncor.com:,
"Ward, Josh" <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>, "Mowles, Meagan"
<Meagan.Mowles@oncor.com>

Decar Rob,

On September 3, ERCOT issued Markel Notice M-A080326-04, Batch Zero
Conditional Classification issued to Transmission and/or Distribution Service
Providers, nolilying interconnecling Transmission Service Provider (TSPs) and
Distribution Service Providers (DSPs) ol ERCOT's provisional classifications of the
Large Loads submitted by TSP/DSPs [or inclusion in the Balch Zero transmission
planning study.

Information provided by ERCOT indicates whether cach Large Load submitted on
behalf of the Interconnecting Large Load Entity (ILLE) has been cither: 1.
conditionally included in Batch Zero on the cligibility path that was submitted by
the ILLE, that could be subject to one or more conditions that must be satisfied to
maintain study cligibility; 2. conditionally included in Batch Zero, but reclassified
from the originally-proposed Base Load cligibility path to Studied Load; or, 3.
cxcluded from Batch Zero.

ERCOT has identified your Large Load as a large load that is Conditionally
Included in Batch Zero, Load Reclassification Base to Studied. Attached to this
communication is the line item from the ERCOT classifications spreadshect
identifying the supporting data for this ERCOT classification for your revicw. In this

1of 3
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Exhibit P
Page 2 of 2

spreadsheet, the [ollowing columns apply (o Large Loads that are conditionally
included:

¢ Column F indicates whether ERCOT has determined a Large Load is excluded
from Batch Zero or conditionally included.

¢ Column G identifics the conditional cligibility path.

¢ A "Ycs" in Column H indicates that the Large Load's cligibility for Batch Zero
is subject to the ILLE curing its dynamic modcel data.

e A "Yes" in Column I indicates that the Large Load's eligibility for Batch Zero
is subject to ERCOT advancing the ILLE's good cause exception request and
the Public Utility Commission (PUC) granting the good cause cxception.

¢ A "Ycs" in Column J indicates that the Large Load is conditionally cligible
subject to changing its cligibility path from Section 9.2.1.1(1)(b) to another
basc load category or to studicd load (requires a good cause exception from
the PUCT).

¢ A "Ycs" in Column K indicates that the Large Load's cligibility for Batch Zero
is subject to the Scction 9.3.1(2) dispute and reconciliation process (submitted
as basc load under Planning Guide Scction 9.2.1.1(1) and conditionally
classificd by ERCOT as studiced load under Scction 9.2.1.2(1)).

¢ ERCOT will not seck a good cause cxception for every Large Load that
requested it. The good cause exceeptions ERCOT will not pursue arc noted in
Column P.

As noted, your Large Load was submitted as a Basc Load under Planning Guide
Scction 9.2.1.1(1) but has been conditionally classified by ERCOT as Studied Load
under Section 9.2.1.2(1). Therefore, your Large Load is cligible for ERCOT's
dispute and reconciliation process identified in ERCOT Planning Guide Scction
9.3.1(2)(a). In order to engage the dispute and reconciliation process, you must
complete the attached ERCOT Baich Zero Process: Section 9.3.1 Conditional
Classification Dispute Form and return this form to Oncor no later than 12
p.m., Thursday, September 10, to allow for Oncor to process the form and
return it to ERCOT by the close of business on Friday, September 11. The
applicable deadlines are specified in Scction 9.3.1(2)(a)(1)-(iii) of the Planning
Guide.

Please [eel Iree (o reach out directly (o me il you have any questions.

Best regards,

Ward, Joshua

Principal, Transmission Services Consultant

Oncor | Transmission Services

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or
may contain confidential information intended only for the addressce. If you arc not
an intended recipient of this message, be advised that any reading, dissemination,
forwarding, printing, copying or other usec of this message or its attachments is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately by reply message and delete this email message and any
attachments from your system.

Z2of 3
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Sersen, Juliana

Exhibit
Page 1 of 1

Subject: Dispute Process - BZ-465
Location: Microscft Teams Meeting
Start: Tue 9/15/2026 10:30 AM
End: Tue 9/15/2026 11:00 AM
Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Accepted

Organizer: Gallo, Andrew

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Microsoft Teams meeting

Join:

https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/254625897921313?p=k8FK4ShlQ7Q7g8CmH0O

Meeting ID: 254 625 897 921 313
Passcode: W7JQ7NE

Need help? | System reference

Dial in by phone
+1929-352-1720,485925148# United States, New York City

Find a local number
Phone conference ID; 485 925 148#

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN
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From: BZReclassification <BZReclassification@ercot.com> Exhibit R

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2026 8:37 PM Page 1 of 1

To: BUGContact -- haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com; Sersen, Juliana; BUGContact --
Rob@skyboxdatacenters.com; Travis Young; William Shannon;
michael.krutak@skyboxdatacenters.com; Malmgren, Kallie; Buck, Ellen; joshua.ward;
Martin, Collin; Mowles, Meagan; robert.holt; Liu, Meng; Thomas, Trevon; Amjed.Kandah;
Maribel.Murillo; harsh.naik

Subject: BZ-465 Dispute Process

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

This message needs your attention
* No employee in your company has ever replied to this person.

Report or Mark Safe Powered by Mimecast
All,

Good evening. | am following up on the dispute meeting from yesterday to inform you ERCOT continues to
evaluate this dispute and intends to provide a final conclusion tomorrow.

Regards,
Awdnew Gallo

Assistant General Counsel - Regulatory
Phone: 512-225-7010 (o), 512-688-7270 (c)

Email: andrew. gallo@ercot com

ercots
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CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO THE Confidential Exhibit S

PROTECTIVE ORDER IN THIS PROCEEDING .
Page 1 of 9

ERCOT Batch Zero Process: Section 9.3.1 Provisional Classification
Dispute Form

Purpoese: ERCOT has provisionally classified the Large Load below under Planning Guide Section
9.2.1.2(1) rather than the base load path Section 9.2.1.1(1) under which 1t was submitted. Under
Section 9.3 1(2)(a)(1), the Interconnecting Large Load Entity (ILLE) may dispute the provisional
classitication it it believes ERCOT based that classification on incomplete or inaccurate information.
The ILLE must use this form to establish the basis tor that dispute.

Who completes this form: The ILLE completes Sections 1-3 and returns this form to its
Interconnecting Transmission Service Provider or Distribution Service Provider (Responsible
TSP/DSP), which may add supporting information in Section 4. The Responsible TSP/DSP must email
the form to ERCOT at BZReclassification@lercot.com no later than 5:00 p.m. CT on the due date
specified in Section 9.3.1(2)(a)(i)—(iii) of the Planning Guide.

Deadline: Please review the applicable deadlines in Planning Guide Section 9.3.1(2)a)i). The
chronologically dependent deadlines are illustrated below:

o ERCOT notifies the Responsible TSP/DSP of the provisicnal classification.

e The Responsible TSP/DSP shall notify the ILLE within two Business Days of receipt
of ERCOT s notice.

e To initiate a dispute:

o ILLE must complete and submit this form to the Responsible TSP/DSP no later
than three Business Days after receiving notice trom the Responsible TSP/DSP;
and

o The Responsible TSP/DSP must submit the completed form to ERCOT by the
deadline above (i.e., no later than three Business Days after the ILLE’s receipt
of notice).

e ERCOT, the ILLE, and the Responsible TSP/DSP shall attempt to resolve the dispute
within three Business Days after ERCOT receives notice of an initiated dispute.

1. Large Load I[dentification®

ILLE Name  Tcxas Data Cenier Campus Power, LLC

Batch Zero 165

Number (BZ-) ;

{;:zﬁi;oad Project Eclipse — Wichita Falls, TX (LLI-2233; |||
?gst&))nSSIl)ble Oncor Electric Delivery Company LLC
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CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO THE

PROTECTIVE ORDER IN THIS PROCEEDING Confidential Exhibit $

Page 2 of 9

2. Requested Base Load Pathway*

Check the single § 9.2.1.1(1) patihway under which the Responsible TSP/DSP submitted the ILLE's
Large Load.

L] §9.2.1.1(1)Db) Initial Energization between March 25, 2022, and July 10, 2026

(0 §9.2.1.1(1)¢) Qualified for stability assessment / interim voltage ride-through before May 1, 2026
L §9.2.1.1(1)d) Included in the Permian Basin Reliability Plan Study

[ §9.2.1.1(1)e) Mature Large Load

M §9.2.1.1(1)f) Advancing Large Load

3. Grounds for the Dispute*

State the incomplete or inaccurate information on which you believe I'RCOT based its provisional
classification. See § 9.3.1(2)(a)(i).

Texas Data Center Campus Power, LLC (Skybox) disputes ERCOT s reclassilication of BZ-465 rom Basc Load under §
9.2.1.1(H(N to *Studicd Load — Firm™ (o the exient ERCOT s determination that BZ-463 “Fails Planning Guide Scction
9.2.1.4 — Study Validity™ rests on the lailure lo complete the stability restudy requested by ERCOT on June 30, 2026,
Planning Guidc § 9.2.1.4(4) requires ERCOT to determing (he validily of BZ-4637s cxisting studics under the
methodology prescribed in § 9.2.1.4(4)d)—(c): it docs nol make complction of a newly requesied stability restudy a
condition of study validity or Basc Load cligibilily. Tn addition, § 9.4(8) authorivcd ERCOT (o require restudy of BZ-465
based on a malcrial change only il thal change occurred before Skybox satislied the § 9.5 requirements [or BZ-463.
Skybox satisficd thosc requirements on December 12, 2023, as detailed below in the Writlen Descriplion,

The timing and existing technical record further support this dispute. ERCOT first requested the additional stability
analysis on June 30—only ten davs before PGRR145 became effective on July 10, and after ERCOT s May 28 date for
guaranteed review of submitted studies—such that the requested restmdy could not reasonably have been completed and
reviewed before July 10. ERCOT had already approved BZ-4635’s stability study on Angust 8. 20235 and its steady-state
study on June 24, 2026, and Oncor remains confident that those approved studies support reliable service to BZ-463.

Because § 9.2.1.4 did nol require completion of the June 30 stability restudy as a condition of study validity or Basc Load
¢ligibility, and ERCOT has not identificd any independent delermination under § 9.2.1.4(4)(d)—{(¢) demonstrating that BZ-
46575 existing studics arc invalid, ERCOT s siated basis lor the provisional reclassification is unsupported. Indeed, as of
June 24, ERCOT conlirmed approval of BZ-4635s sieady-state and stability studics and completion of the applicable
Icgacy LLIS requirements. Skybox therclore respectiully requests thal ERCOT reverse its reclassilication of BZ-465 as
“Conditionally Tncluded™ in Balch Zero as “Siudicd Load — Firm™ and restore il io Basc Load under § 9.2.1.1(1)(0).

Lxplain why the ILLIC believes I'ERCOT based its provisional classification on incompleie or inaccurate
informetion and provide all supporting documentation.

Written explanation

During ERCOT's inicrim Large Load intcrconnection process (Warch 25, 2022 through December 14, 2023), Oncor
completed the Large Load Tnicrconneciion Study (LLIS) clements for LLT-2233 / BZ-405, including the sicady-stale study,
stability study, and steady-state studyv. On August 8, 2025, ERCOT approved BZ-463's stability stndv: “The stability study of
1.1.1-2233 Fisher Road load is approved for full capacity.” {Attachiment 10). On December 12, 2023, Skybox executed its
Facilities Extension Agreement (FEA) with Oncor on December 12, 2025 (Attachment 11). had posted the required financial
SECUIItyY (‘ {Attachiment 12), and satisfied Oncor’s relevant pre-interconnection requirements.

By December 12, 2023, while the project was still proceeding under ERCOT s interim Large Load interconnection process,
Skybox had already executed the FEA, provided the required financial securitv, and otherwise conipleted the substantive
comumitments that PGRR1135 subsequently codified in § 9.5 when the formal LL1S process became effective on Deceniber
15, 2025, Skybox took those steps deliberately. At the time, ongoing PUCT policy development and ERCOT guidance
reflected a broader effort to distinguish advanced Large Load projects that had already completed substantial study work,
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made significant capital commitments, and underiaken binding interconnection obligations [rom less malure or speculative
projects. Particular signilicance was placed on exccuted interconnection agreemenis and the associaled contractual and
financial commitments. Against that backdrop, Skybox intentionally advanced BZ-465 through the available interconnection
process and incurred the corresponding obligations so the project’s demonstraled maturily and Skybox’s substantial prior
investment would be recognived in any subscquent transition (o a formal Large Load interconnection ramework,

IFollowing six resubmissions of the steadv-state study, ERCOT approved it on June 24, 2026 {Attachment 1). ERCOT also
notified Oncor of the steadv-state approval and expressty reaffirmed that the August 8, 20235 stability study renained
approved and current (Attachment 1). That same day. ERCOT requested an additional short-circuit study, which Oncor
submitted the next day, June 25, 2026 (Attachment 14). On June 29, 2026, ERCOT asked Oncor to confirm BZ-165 met
Section 9.5, and Oncor confirmed that sane day (Attachment 2).

Skybox separately satisfied the remaining eligibility and financial-security requirements of Section 9.2.1. 1{1)(f). posting the
required $30.000/MW for - {Attachment 15), and submitted all other required eligibility materials to ERCOT on July
6, 2026, with a follow-up confirmation on July 9, 2026. By that point, BZ-4635's own studies and eligibility record—stability,
steady-state, short-circnit, and Section 9.5 compliance alike—were current, complete, and ERCOT -approved.

IERCOT's Grid Stability Team subsequently subjected the same facility configuration to a further, more gramlar dvnaniic
modcl review, and on August 19, 2026 conlirmed thal the revised data package resolved cach deficiency identified in its July
31, 2026 review (Atlachment 3). That later, independent technical conlirmation rests on the same underlying lacility
assumptions carricd forward [rom BZ-465's stability and sicady-stale studics, and reinforces ERCOT!s original determination
that BZ-465' lacilily, as modeled, meets ERCOT's iechnical requirements. The subsequent study-arca conflict traces to a
process and notice gap, rather than any deficiency in BZ-463' record.

Junc 30, 2026—six days allcr approving BZ-4657s remaining legacy study and onc day aller Oncor conlirmed BZ-4653's §
9.5 compliance—was the [irst time in ten months that ERCOT atlempled to notify Oncor that it would need to rerun BZ-
465's stabilily 1o incorporale new loads in the study arca; 12 new Large Loads. The request necessarily called lor the stability
analvsis 1o be performed using a malerially dilferent set of surrounding Large Loads (han the analysis ERCOT had
previously approved. Rather than communicating with Skyvbox and Oncor’s designated project conlacts [or BZ-465—all of
whom had had weeklv, sometimes daily, contact with ERCOT’s Large Load interconnection and leadership teams via in-
person meetings, stakeholder working group meetings and workshops, email communications—the email notification was
sent to Oncor’s general Large Load email address, and was not discovered nntil after Julv 10.

Section 9.2.1.4(2) establishes that LLIS review is meant to be consultative: “During its review, ERCOT. in consultation with
the 1nterconnecting DSP and/or Interconnecting TSP, will determine the completeness and validity of previous studies.”
Consistent with that process, ERCOT and Oncor worked together directly on BZ-465's own studies from August 2025
(Attachment 10) to date.

The timing independently confirms why noncompletion of the June 30 request cannot reasonably be treated as failure to
satisfy a July 10 study-validity requirement. The request was issued more than a month after ERCOT’s Mav 28, 2026 cutoff
for guaraniced revicw ol submilled studics and only ten dayvs before the July 10 deadline. A new stability study incorporating
approximalely twelve additional Large Loads could not reasonably have been performed. submitied, reviewed, and
completed during that time,

More [undamentally, PGRR145 imposed no such July 10 restudy deadline. Scction 9.2.2(3) required Skybox to provide its
dynamic data. models, paramelers, and supporting documentation by July 10; where a prior stabilily study existed, Oncor had
until July 24 1o determine whether that updated dynamic-data package was cxpected 1o adversely alTect the results of the
prior stability study. The rule iherelore ¢established July 10 as the deadline for submitling dynamic data, not lor completing a
ncw stability study.

PGRR 143 did not retroactively make ERCOT s June 24 approval a § 9.2.1.4 approval. Rather, oncec PGRR 145 became
clTective, § 9.2.1.4 ¢stablished a separalc methodology lor determining whether BZ-465's previously compleled studics
qualified as conmiplete and valid for Batch Zero. For a project proceeding under § 9.2.1.4(4), ERCOT first identifies the
eligible Large Loads, sequences them as required by paragraphs (4)(b) and (c), and then evalates whether the specified
higher-priority loads are outside the relevant project’s study area or, if within the study area. were included in the project’s
existing studies. Only a project with existing studies determined to be invalid under that methodology may be treated as
Studied/Allocated Load nnder § 9.2.1.2(1){a){ii).
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Scelion 9.2.1.4 delines the study-validily delermination incorporated into § 9.2.1.1(1){0)(i):it docs nol ¢reale an additional or
open-ended cligibilily standard. ERCOT must determine study validity under the methodology prescribed in § 9.2.1.4(4).
Once BZ-465 satisficed (hat requirement and the remaining criteria in Section 9.2, 1. 1(1(D), the Planning Guidc is mandalory:
BZ-463 “will bc modeled in the Baich Zero Process as basc load.”

That validily rcvicw is distinct [rom requiting BZ-463 1o perform a new stability study. Scciion 9.2.1.4 ¢valualcs “previous™
and “existing” studies; it does not establish a restudy process, require an ILLE to cure an adverse validity determination
through a replacement stability study. or make completion of such a restudy a July 10 condition of Base Load eligibility. 1n
fact, the rule expressly contemplates that the TSP's determination conceming whether updated dynamic data are expected to
adversely affect the prior stability study need not be submitted until July 24,

The Planning Guide in effect on June 30 expressly addressed ERCOT s authority to require restudy of an LLIS based on a
material change affecting the study assumptions. Section 9.4(8) allowed ERCOT to require an LLIS restudy based on a
material change only if that change ocenrred before the project satisfied § 9.5. 1f that threshold was met, ERCOT, in
collaboration with the lead TSP, could then determine whether the change affected the LLIS assumptions and required a
restudy. That discretion was therefore conditional: the material change had to occur before § 9.5 compliance.

Skybox satisfied § 9.5 on December 12, 2023—even before the rule was effective. Accordingly, to the extent ERCOT's June
30 request resulied from a study -arca change occurting alter December 12, that change fell oulside the express restudy
irigger in § 9.4(8). The relevant dale is the dale the malterial change alTecting the LLTS assumplions occurred—not the date
ERCOT laler identificd or communicated the issue. The present record identifics no malerial study-arca change occurting
belore BZ-465 satisficd § 9.5; ERCOT!'s [itst communicalion tequiring the additional loads (o be incorporaled inlo BZ-405's
stability analysis was the June 30 email.

A [ull accounting of the timeline of this project has been provided as supporting evidence (Allachment 6).

The reliability record also supporls Skybox™s position. ERCOT approved BZ-465's stabilily study on August 8, 2025 and.,
aller six rounds of sicady-stale revicw, approved the sicady-stale analysis on Junc 24, 2026. Thosc approvals cstablish that
BZ-465's facility conliguration and ihe system conditions actually studicd satislicd ERCOT's applicable technical review at
the time of approval. Moreover, Oncor remains confident that those approved studies support the load levels and timing
reflected in BZ-463's LCP, subject to the transmission improvements and other conditions identified through that study
process, and supports the conclusion that BZ-4635's load can be reliably served in alignment with Senate Bill 6 and

PGRR 145, The June 30 request did not identifv a newly discovered instability inherent in BZ-4635's facility or a failure of the
previously approved analysis; it required a new analysis because ERCOT sought to introduce additional Large Loads into the
study.

For the reasons set forth herein, failure to complete ERCOT s requested June 30 stability restudy before July 10 should not
be (rcaled as a lailure 1o satisly the study-complction requirement for Basc Load cligibilily, and Skybox respectiully requests
that ERCOT apply that same. alreadv-approved study area determination and reinstate BZ-463's Batch Zero classification as
Base Load under § 9.2.1.1{1){f).

Finally, Skybox has demonsiraled itsell o be a responsible, pro-communily, pro-Texas developer. owner and opcralor.
Skybox has openly supported Governor Abbott’s dala center guardrails (Altachment 13.A), has participated in all PUCT and
TWDB walcr surveys and has worked tirclessly to improve the communitics that we are in. The City of Wichila Falls
supporls our application (Atlachments 13.B and 13.C). Skybox has cndeavored (o be a (rusiced voice around the Capilol on
data cenler matters, including waler, regulations, and. most importantly, clectricity. We appreciale the partnership with
ERCOT and cncourage ERCOT (o corrcelly re-instaic BZ-465°s Base Load classilication.
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Supporting documentation provided (list and attach)

1. ERCOT_Oncor correspondence conlirming approval of sicady-state study and stabilily study, Junc 24, 2026

2. Oncor Confirmation of 9.5 06.29.26

tad

. Oncor’s supplemental submission to ERCOT, July 17, 2026

4. ERCOT Market Notice M-A080326-04 and BZ-463 classification line item, September 3, 2026

A

. ERCOT (Ramon Hinojosa, Operations Stability Engineer, Operations Stability Support)

[=

. Skybox (BZ-465) Project Timeline

7. ERCOT July 22. 2026 correspondence (Jeff Billo) regarding competing loads and study-area conflict
8. BZ-463_ Oncor Scplember 8, 2026 nolification of ERCOT _s conditional ¢lassiflication

9. Evidence of ERCOT August 2025 stability study approval during the Tnterim LLTP

10. BZ-463 - Excculed Inicrconnection Agreement. FEA-Skybox Wichita Falls 12.12.25

11. Evidence of (inancial sccurily posicd (- with Ongor for December 12th FEA, 20235)

12.A Governor Abbotl Announces Skybox, Digilal Realty, Mara Commit To Comply With His Data Center Standards
OfTice ol ihe Texas Governor _ Greg Abbotl

12B. Wichita Falls - Letter of Supporl
12C. Wichita Falls_Video of Support
13. LL1-2233 Short Circuit Completion

14 Financial Security ($50.000_MW) for Batch Zero_Letter of Credit.

4. Responsible TSP/DSP Supporting Information

To be completed by the Responsible 1SPDSP if it has information relevant io the dispute.
Check this box if the Responsible TSP/DSP has supporting information relevant to this dispute.

Supporting information

Oncor has actively supported the review of LLI-2233 since its initial submission on May 2. 2023, consistently responding to
ERCOT RFIs and performing nmltiple rounds of steady-state and SCRD studies as requested. ERCOT also requested a
stability re-study after the initial submission, which Oncor completed promptly. ERCOT approved the project's stability
studies on Angust 8, 2025, and no additional stability re-studv requirements were comniunicated for nearly eleven months.
During that time, Oncor completed numerous steadv-state re-studies to address evolving ERCOT requests, including the
addition of more than 6 GW of "must incnde" load provided by ERCOT on October 31, 2025, nearly six months after the
original submission. Oncor incorporated these loads into its analyses and continued to support the review process through
multiple study updates, RF1 responses, and SCRD evalnations.

On Junc 24, 2026, ERCOT communicaled that LLT-2233 had approved sicady-state and stabilily studics and the
documceniation necessary 10 salisly applicable 9.4/9.5 requirements. Bascd on this communication, Oncor reasonably
understood that the required study work had been completed. Howcever, on June 30, 2026, ERCOT issucd a material change
nolilication requiring a new stability asscssment that included 19 additional loads totaling more than 6 GW, including loads
[rom other TSPs, with only ¢ight business days remaining belore the Balch Zere deadline.

2
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Many of the loads included in ERCOT's June 30, 2026 malerial change notification were known o ERCOT as carly as
October 31, 2025, when ERCOT direcied Oncor (o include them in sicady-statc re-studics. Although these loads were
cvaluated through multiple study ilerations over the following ¢ight months, the need (o include them in an additional
stability asscssmenl was not communicaied until June 30, 2026, with only cight business days remaining belore the Balch
Zcro deadline. Tn addition, ERCOT had the opporlunity (o revicew the validily of the stability study [or this project when the
associaled Tnicrconnection Agreemenis were reccived in December 2025,

IFurthermore, the scope of the requested stability assessment appears to have expanded significantly bevond the additional
loads originally identified by ERCOT in July 2025, Based on a geographic review of the loads included in the June 30, 2026
material change notification, many of the newly identified loads are located substantial distances from the original studv area
and from the loads previously requested for inclusion. This raises the possibility that the stability study area or screening
criteria mav have been broadened during ERCOT's review process without corresponding notice to Oncor. Had such an
expansion in study scope been communicated earlier, Oncor would have had the opportunity to evaluate the impacts and
incorporate the additional requirements into prior study updates and re-studies performed throughout the review period.

IEven if Oncor had completed the requested stability assessment within the available timeframe, ERCOT had previously
conumunicated that it could not guarantee review of any new or updated study report subnuitted after May 28, 2026. Asa
result, completion of the additional study work would not necessarily have ensured review or consideration prior to the Batch
Zcro deadling,

Oncor belicves there were multiple opportunitics throughoul the review process, including during the various sicady -stale te-
studics. SCRD cvaluations, and RFT ¢ycles, o identily and communicale the need for additional stabilily studics associated
with the loads that ERCOT had previously identified lor inclusion. Earlicr communication of this requirement would have
provided additional time Lo perform the necessary analyscs. The review history demonstrates that Oncor remained responsive
to ERCOT requests and compleled numerous study updaies throughoul the process as the study scope cvolved.

Project timeling:

There were 7 re-studics [or this project (6 [or sicady state and 1 Tor stability):

1. 03/2/2025: Oncor Stcady State and Shorl ¢ircuit RTA submitied 1o ERCOT
05/22/2025: ERCOT Provides LLI # and initial feedback RF1

006/09/2025: Oncor replies to RF1

006/10/2025: Oncor subimits Stability Studies

006/30/2025: RF1 from ERCOT on Stability Studies

07/01/2025: Oncor replies to stability RFI

07/07/2025: ERCOT requests additional loads to be included on stability study
. 07/09/2025: Oncor reaches out to ERCOT asking if there are any loads to include on steady state after stability
feedback

9. 07/15/2025; Oncor rcaches out 1o AEP [or large load models

10. 07/26/2025: ERCOT replies saving review is in queue

1L 08/01/2025: ERCOT RFI request of Fall-peak case

12, 08/07/2025: Oncor submils slabilily studics

13 08/08/2025; ERCOT approves slability studics -> this is the last we heard from ERCOT on stability for nearly 11
months

14, 08/12/2025; Oncor Submits Stcady statc (re-study) with Fall cascs

15. 08/29/2025; ERCOT RFT on re-study

16. 09/03/2025; Oncor replics (o RFT

17. 09/24/2025; ERCOT RFT on siudy

18. 09/29/2025; Oncor replics (o RFT

=W

% o o

19. 10/31/2025; ERCOT sharcs list of “must include™ loads with 6 GW ol additional load -> 5 months and 29 days aller
original submission

20. 11/14/2025 Oncor re-study 10 worst cons addilional loads submiticd

21 12/2/2025: ERCOT asks Tull re-study

22. 12/15/2025: Oncor subimits re-study with additional loads

23. Between 12/29/2025- 02/09/2026 ERCOT and Oncor back and forth on study results.

24, 02/27/2026: ERCOT asked for SCRED

25, Between 02/27/2026 — 04/02/2026: Oncor and ERCOT developed and agreed SCRD scope
20. 04/24/2026 : Oncor submit SCRD analysis

27. 05/12/2026: ERCOT replies to studyv results and ask to inclnde additional loads

6

87



CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO THE

PROTECTIVE ORDER IN THIS PROCEEDING Confidential Exhibit $

Page 7 of 9
28, 03/21/2026: Oncor submils sccond SCRD request
29, 06/04/2026: ERCOT requesied 20 day extension
30, 06/11/2026: Since stcady slale wasn’L approve, (o remain proactive Oncor studics addilional loads thal have met
9.4/9.5 and submits sicady slalc studics’
31, 06/24/2026: ERCOT cmail slaling thal LLT-2233 has stcady stalc and stabilily studics approved and documentation

in place 1o meel 9.5,
32. 006/30/2026: ERCOT notification material change notification on LLI-2233 giving Oncor 8 business davs to perform
a stability study with over 6 GW of load and from other TSPs

Oncor believes ERCOT's provisional classification mav have been based on an incomplete understanding of the status of the
stability review for LL1-2233. Specifically, the classification appears to indicate that additional stability studies were required
for the project to maintain its status. However, ERCOT approved the stability studies on August 8, 2023, and no further
stability-related re-study requirements were communicated for approximately eleven months. During that period, Oncor
continued to support ERCOT's review by responding to several RF1s and completing multiple rounds of steady-state and
SCRD analyses.

Oncor also believes the provisional classification may not fully reflect the sequence of project approvals and comnmnications
that occurred throughout the review process. On June 24, 2026, ERCOT comnmmnicated that LLI-2233 had approved steady-
stalc and stability studics and the documentation nceessary 10 salisly applicable 9.4/9.5 requircments. Bascd on the approved
stability studics, subscquent study activilics, and this communication, Oncor undersiood that the project’s study requirements
had been satisficd. Tt was not until June 30, 2026, that ERCOT requested an additional stability asscssment containing 19
additional loads (olaling morc than 6 GW, with only ¢ight business days remaining belore (the Batch Zero deadling,

Accordingly, Oncor belicves the provisional classificalion may not ully account for the previously approved stability
studics, the extensive re-study ¢lTorls completed throughout the review process. the apparent cxpansion of the stability study
scope. and the liming associaled with the identilication of additional loads lor stability review, The record reflects that
ERCOT was awarc of many ol these additional loads as carly as October 31, 2025, when ERCOT directed Oncor (o
incorporale more than 6 GW ol "must include” load into sicady-statc re-studics. Ongor subscquently ¢valuated these loads
through multiple study ilcrations, RFT responses, and SCRD reviews over the following months, However, despite numerous
opportunities during these review cycles, the need to include these loads in an additional stability assessment, as well as the
apparent inclusion of geographically distant loads beyond the originally comnmnicated study scope. was 1ot contmunicated
until June 30, 2026. Given the scope of the requested analvsis and the limited time remaining before the Batch Zero deadline,
these circumstances are important considerations when evaluating the project's status and the inability to complete the
additional study work prior to the deadline.

Oncor believes ERCOT's provisional classification was based on an incomplete characterization of the status of the stability
review for LLI-2233. The classification appears to assume there were unresolved stability study requirements prior to the
Balch Zero deadline: however, ERCOT approved the project's stability studics on August 8, 2025, and no addilional stability
re-study requirements were conumunicated for nearly eleven months.

During thal time, Oncor responded promptly (o all ERCOT RFTs and completed multiple rounds of sicady-stale and SCRD
re-study analyscs, including studics incorporating more than 6 GW ol additional load identificd by ERCOT approximalcly
six months aflicr the original submission. On Oclober 31, 2025, ERCOT provided a list of "must include” loads.
demonstrating ERCOT's awarcencess that these loads had progressed sulTiciently o warrant inclusion in the study process.
Oncor subscquently incorporaled these loads into multiple study iterations and continued suppotting the revicew through
additional analyscs, RFT responses, and SCRD ¢valuations, Tn addition, ERCOT had (he opportunity (o review the validity of
the stability study lor this project when the associaled Interconnection Agreements were received in December 20235, Despile
these numetous study ¢yeles, ERCOT did not communicate that the approved stability studics would need to be reopened 1o
cvaluate ihese additional loads,

Additionally, on Junc 24, 2026, ERCOT communicated that LLT-2233 had approved sicady-siale and stability studics and
sulTicient documentation Lo satisly applicable requirements. Based on this communicalion, Oncor reasonably undersiood that
the study review process was complete.

[t was not until June 30, 2026, with only eight business days remaining before the Batch Zero deadline, that ERCOT issued a
material change notification requiring a new stability assessment that included 19 additional loads totaling more than 6 GW,
Given the timing and scope of the request, there was limited opportunity to complete the additional analvsis before the
deadline.
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Bascd on the August 2025 stability approval, the subscquent study reviews, and ERCOT's June 24, 2026 communication
indicaling thal LLT-2233 had approved sicady-statc and stabilily studics, Oncor understood that the stabilily review
requiremenis had been satisficd. The review history refleets thal ERCOT was awarce of many of the additional loads months
belore the June 30, 2026 request and that numerous opporlunitics existed during stcady-state re-studics. SCRD reviews, and
RFT cycles (o identily and communicale any additional stability study requircments associated with those loads. Tn addition,
the June 30, 2026 request appears to have expanded the scope of the stability assessment beyond the loads and study area
previously communicated to Oncor. A mumber of the additional loads identified in the material change notification are
zeographically distant from both the project and the loads originally identified for inclusion, suggesting that the stability
study area or screening criteria may have been broadened during the review process. However, amy such expansion of the
study scope was not comnmunicated to Oncor until June 30, 2026. Earlier notification of these requirements would have
provided Oncor the opportunity to address them through the multiple stmdyv updates, SCRD reviews, and RFI responses
completed throughout the review period. As such, Oncor believes the provisional classification does not fully reflect the
sequence of study approvals, conununications, evolving study requirements, and the apparent expansion of the requested
stability assessment that occurred during ERCOT's review of LL1-2233.

Accordingly. Oncor believes the extensive body of study work completed throughout ERCOT's review supports reliable
service to the project load. The original stability studies were approved by ERCOT on August 8, 2025, without identifving
any stability-rclated deficiencics, and the multiple subsequent sicady -slale re-studics continued Lo demonstrale acceplable
sysiem performance even as significant ERCOT-dirccled load additions were ingorporated. While ERCOT laler requested an
additional stability assessment based on an expanded sct of loads, the previously approved stability studies and extensive te-
study rccord indicales that the iransmission system can reliably serve the project load.

Supporting documentation (list and attach)

Steadv State:

05/02/2025 Steady State and Short Circuit submission Lo ERCQT
10/31/2025 ERCOT requests to include additional loads {cmail includes previous RFTs)
12/30/2025 Oncor submission ol [ull re-study

(04/24/2026 Oncor SCRD Subimission #1

05/21/2026 Oncor SCRD Submission #2

6/11/2026 Oncor SCRD Submission #3

(06/24/2026 ERCOT notification study approval

(06/30/2026 ERCOT notification material change affecting stability

Stability:
June 10th, 2025  Stability completed

July 7. 2025 ERCOT requests a new sensitivity analysis incorporating nearby large loads

August 4, 2025 Sensitivity dynaniic study request

August 8, 2025 ERCOT approves both projects lor [ull capacity.

JTunc 24, 2026 Rolando.Garzaiiicrcot.com advises both Stcady staic and Stability study is approved For- and

LLI-2233

June 30, 2026 ERCOT advises Lo add 19 loads to stability study for LLI-2233
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Additional:
04/14/2026  ERCOT notification that [ has met9.4/9.5 but didn e notity that his affected LLI-2233,

7/22/2026 ERCOT scnds cmail (o0 Oncor acknowledging cmail was sent for LLT-2233 that 9.5 had been met.

5. Submission and Routing*

Completed by (ILLE)
Name / Title Havnes Strader, Chief Development Officer

Email havnes/@iskvboxdatacenters.com Date September 9. 2026

Routed to ERCOT by (Oncor Electric Delivery Company LLC)

¥ gslgg ISSII)ble Oncor Electric Delivery Company LLC
Date routed [9/11/2026]

6. Contact Information for ERCOT Questions/Discussion

Provide contact information for the representatives who will be available to answer ERCO1"'s questions
and to discuss the disputed provisional classification.

ILLE contacts: Haynes Strader, Chief Development Officer, Skybox Datacenters
Email: haynesi@iskyboxdatacenters.com

Phone: (214) 731-4000

TDSP contacts; Joshua Ward, Transmission Scrvices Consultant, Principal, Oncor
Email: Joshna Ward@oncor.com

Phone: 817-909-9830
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From: Martin, Collin <Collin.Martin@oncor.com> Exhibit T

Sent: Friday, October 16, 2026 9:20 AM Page 1 of 1
To: Haynes Strader; Ward, Josh; Mowles, Meagan

Cc: William Shannon; Malmgren, Kallie

Subject: RE: Question on BZ-465

Hi Haynes,

Josh and Meagan are both out today. The last study submission to ERCOT was the steady-state restudy on June 11,
2026. ERCOT typically does not require submission of a final combined set of studies.

Thanks,
Collin

From: Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Sent: Friday, October 16, 2026 7:17 AM

To: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>; Mowles, Meagan <Meagan.Mowles@oncor.com>; Martin, Collin
<Collin.Martin@oncor.com>

Cc: William Shannon <William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Subject: Question on BZ-465

WARNING: This email message did not originate from Oncor and is from an external organization. DO NOT

CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and are certain the content is safe.

Colin and Josh - quick question we wanted to get Oncor's confirmation on.

Once the Project received approval for all required studies (stability, steady-state, and short-circuit)—i.e., met
§ 9.4—on June 25, did Oncor submit the final LLIS report to ERCOT?

&) Haynes Strader

Oo Skybox Datacenters

Chief Development Officer
T {214) 731-4000 = {404)433-4464

3131

Turtle Cree

haynes@skybox

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain
confidential information intended only for the addressee. If you are not an intended recipient of this
message, be advised that any reading, dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other use of this
message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify

1
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Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com> Page | of 3
Sent. Monday, July 6, 2026 11:23 AM
To: BatchZero; Springer, Agee
Cc Joshuaward; nelson.wade; Mereness, Matt; William Shannon
Subject: Re: BZ-465 Request for DWG Link
ERCOT Team,

Confirming that the dynamic model package, dynamic model, model parameters, supporting technical
documentation and the ERCOT Dynamic Working Group Large Load Data Survey have all been uploaded
to the BZ-465 sharepoint file.

We submitted in the "ILLE Submitted Files” folder.
Three quick questions:

1. Should | also make afolder for Oncor {"TSP Submitted Files”) to make it easy for Oncor to submit
in the same portal?

2. I planned to submit this to the ILLS team as well. Ok for me to share this same link with that team
at ERCOT?

3. Couldyou please advise on the status of the folders for - and -When possible?

Respectfully,
Haynes

) Haynes Strader

m Skybox Datacenters

Chief Development Officer

T {214} 7314000 C (404) 433-4484
3131 Turtle Creek Blvd, Suite 650, Dallas, TX 752192

haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com
From: BatchZero <BatchZero@ercot.com:>
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 at 10:32 AM
To: Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Springer, Agee <Agee.Springer@ercot.com?>;
BatchZero <BatchZero@ercot.com>
Cc:joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com=>; nelson.wade <nelson.wade@oncor.com>; Mereness,
Matt <matt.mereness@ercot.com>; William Shannon <William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>
Subject: RE: BZ-465 Request for DWG Link

Hi Haynes,
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2
Apologies for the delay as we sort our a process here on our end. Please use the link below to sgggﬁiftg{a:’

files pertaining to BZ-465.
[ BZ-465

Thanks,
ERCOT Team

From: Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Sent: Friday, July 3, 2026 2:00 PM

To: Springer, Agee <Agee.Springer@ercot.com>; BatchZero <BatchZero@ercot.com>

Cc: joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com>; nelson.wade <nelson.wade@oncor.com>; Mereness, Matt
<matt.mereness@ercot.com>; William Shannon <William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Subject: Re: BZ-465 Request for DWG Link

*rxxx EXTERNAL Email *****

Please be cautious and evaluate before you click on links, open attachments, or provide

credentials. As a reminder, please report phishing emails via the Report Phishing button. If the

button is not available, then please forward to 'ReportPhishing@ercot.com’

Thanks Agee, I'll go ahead and make the same request on the other two as well.

~ Haynes Strader

w Skybox Datacenters

Chief Development Officer
T (214) 7314000 C (404)433-4464

3131 Turtle Creek Blvd. Suite 650, Dallas K 92149

haynes@skyhoxdatacenters.com

From: Springer, Agee <Agee.Springer@ercot.com>

Sent: Friday, 03 July 2026 11:02:20

To: BatchZero <BatchZero@ercot.com>; Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Cc: joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com>; nelson.wade <nelson.wade@oncor.com>; Mereness, Matt
<matt.mereness@ercot.com>; William Shannon <William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Subject: Re: BZ-465 Request for DWG Link

Hi Haynes,

Sorry, I'm not sure why you did not receive a link yesterday. We will get on one first thing on Monday.
Hope you have a good holiday weekend.

Thanks,
Agee
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ercot &‘ Director, Grid Interconnections
; 2705 West Lake Drive, Taylor, TX 76574
0:512-248-4508 | M: 202-256-7911

Confidential Exhibit U
Page 3 of 3

From: Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Sent: Friday, 03 July 2026 07:26:38

To: BatchZero <BatchZero@ercot.com>

Cc: joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com>; nelson.wade <nelson.wade@oncor.com>; Springer, Agee
<Agee.Springer@ercot.com>; Mereness, Matt <matt.mereness@ercot.com>; William Shannon

<William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>
Subject: BZ-465 Request for DWG Link

*xxxx EXTERNAL Email *****

Please be cautious and evaluate before you click on links, open attachments, or provide

credentials. As a reminder, please report phishing emails via the Report Phishing button. If the
button is not available, then please forward to 'ReportPhishing@ercot.com’

Happy July 4" weekend to the team,

We are prepared to submit our full package on Skybox Wichita Falls / Eclipse, but still require a link to be
able to submit the Dynamic Models. Alternatively, | can provide a secure box link with those included.

Please advise!

& Haynes Strader

m Skybox Datacenters

Chief Development Officer
T (214) 731-4000 T (404) 4373
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900 B™ 5L, Suite 101, Wichita Falls, Texas 76301 Q

’_1*\-—P‘- 940 280 9440
\E({?WARD ¢
WICHITA FALLS forwardwichitafalls com @

August 5, 2026

The Honorable Greg Abbott
Governor of Texas
Dffice of the Governar

Public Utility Commission of Texas
Attn: Chairman Thomas Gleeson

Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCQT)
Attn: Pablo Vegas, President and Chief Executive Officer

RE: Attestation in Support of Skybox Data Centers — Wichita Falls Project
Dear Governor Abbott, Chairman Gleeson, and Mr. Vegas:

On behalf of Forward Wichita Falls, serving as the economic development organization for the City of Wichita
Falls, we are pleased to submit this letter in support of Skybox Data Centers and s proposed project in
Wichita Falls.

Ag the local economic development partner working closely with Skybox, the City of Wichita Falls, and regional
utifity partners throughaut the project’s planning and development, Forward Wichita Falls has had the
oppartunity to review the project's commitments and participate in ongoing coordination efforts. Based upon
the information provided to us and our direct involvement with the project, we believe Skybox has acted in
good faith and has demonstrated a commitment to satisfying the expectations outlined in Governar Greg
Abbott's August 3, 2026, directive to the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and ERCOT regarding the
review and verification of data center projects advancing through the ERCOT interconnection process.

Specifically, we understand that Skybox has worked collaboratively with the appropriate state and local entities
to ensure that its project:

« Has fully cooperated with the information requests associated with the PUCT and ERCOT review
process;

» Has provided transparent information regarding the project’s anticipated electrical demand and
infrastructure planning;

» Has addressed water supply, conservation, and cooling technology through the use of efficient and
responsible design practices;

» Has identified project ownership and controlling interests as requested through the regulatory review
process;
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900 ™5t Suite 101, Wichita Fatls, Texas 76301 €

l_-l‘*--m 340.280 9440 §,
XF’({‘RWARD _
WICHITA FALLS forwsrdwichitafalls com l'éc

« Has incorporated measures intended to minimize impacts on neighboring property owners and the
surrounding community, including consideration of noise mitigation, lighting contrals, traffie planning,
and emergency response coordination; and

o Has remained committed to complying with all applicable state laws, PUCT requirements, ERCOT
protocols, and additional information requests associated with the Governor's directive.

» Has not requested any local incentives or tax breaks from the City of Wichita Falls or County of
Wichita.

Throughout our engagement, Skybox has been a Iransparent and collaborative pariner with the City of Wichita
Falls and the surrounding community. The company has consisiently demonstraied a willingness to work
alongside local leadership, utility providers, and state agencies io develop a project that supports both
economic growth and the long-term reliability of the Texas electric grid. Skybox has also prioritized open
communication with residents and community stakeholders, proaciively sharing project information, engaging
local organizations, hosting job fairs and responding to community questions and feedback throughout the
process.

Forward Wichita Falls and the City of Wichita Falls support Governor Abbott's emphasis on responsible
infrastructure development that protects Texas ratepayers, conserves natural resources, and minimizes impacts
on local communities while allowing strategic investments that strengthen Texas' economy. We believe the
Skybox project reflects these priorities and stands ready to continue cooperating with PUCT and ERCQT
throughout the audit and verification process.

Should additional information regarding the City's coardination with this project be helpful during your review,
Forward Wichita Falls would welcome the opporlunity to provide further assistance.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Moriah wmianisqu Tim Shart

Chief Executive Officer Mayor

Forward Wichita Falls City of Wichita Falls
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From: Malmgren, Kallie <Kathryn.Malmgren@oncor.com> Exhibit W
Date: Tuesday, October 6, 2026 at 5:03 PM Page 1 of 3
To: BZReclassification <BZReclassification@ercot.com>; Buck, Ellen <Ellen.Buck@oncor.com>; Ward,
Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>; Martin, Collin <Collin.Martin@oncor.com>; Mowles, Meagan
<Meagan.Mowles@oncor.com>; Holt, Robert <Robert,Holt@oncor.com>; Liu, Meng
<Meng.Liu@oncor.com>; Thomas, Trevon <Trevon.Thomas@oncor.com>; Kandah, Amjed
<Amjed.Kandah@oncor.com>; Murillo, Maribel <Maribel.Murillo@oncor.com>; Naik, Harsh
<HARSH.NAIK@oncor.com>; Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Sersen, Juliana
<juliana.sersen@bakerbotts.com>; Rob Morris <Rob@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Travis Young
<Travis@skyboxdatacenters.com>; William Shannon <William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>;
Michael Krutak <michael.krutak@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Cc: Chad.Seely@ercot.com <Chad.Seely@ercot.com>; andrew.gallo@ercot.com
<andrew.gallo@ercot.com>; Jeff.Billo@ercot.com <Jeff.Billo@ercot.com>; woody.rickerson@ercot.com
<woody.rickerson@ercot.com>

Subject: RE: BZ-465 Dispute Process

Resending with sensitive information removed and ILLE re-copied.

Kallie Malmgren
Oncor | Legal Department
Cell: 214.336.2388

From: Malmgren, Kallie

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2026 4:57 PM

To: 'BZReclassification' <BZReclassification@ercot.com>; Buck, Ellen <Ellen.Buck@oncor.com>; Ward, Josh
<Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>; Martin, Collin <Collin.Martin@oncor.com>; Mowles, Meagan
<Meagan.Mowles@oncor.com>; Holt, Robert <Robert.Holt@oncor.com>; Liu, Meng <Meng.Liu@oncor.com>; Thomas,
Trevon <Trevon.Thomas@oncor.com>; Kandah, Amjed <Amjed.Kandah@oncor.com>; Murillo, Maribel
<Maribel.Murillo @oncor.com>; Naik, Harsh <HARSH.NAIK@oncor.com>

Cc: 'Chad.Seely@ercot.com' <Chad.Seely@ercot.com>; 'andrew.gallo@ercot.com' <andrew.gallo@ercot.com>;
'leff.Billo@ercot.com' <Jeff.Billo@ercot.com>; 'woody.rickerson@ercot.com' <woody.rickerson@ercot.com>

Subject: RE: BZ-465 Dispute Process

ERCOT:

The customer has been removed from this ema:l due to the sensitive mformanon shared in the

As previously noted in documents provided and in direct discussions with ERCOT throughout the Batch
Zero classification dispute process, Oncor believes ERCOT's provisional classification for LLI-2233/BZ-
465, the Skybox Wichita Falls (PPM) project, may have been based on an incomplete understanding of
the status of the stability review for BZ-465. Specifically, the classification indicates that additional
stability studies were required for the project to maintain its Base load status. However, ERCOT
approved previous stability studies and no further stability-related restudy requirements were
communicated over a period of nearly 12 months. During that period, Oncor continued to support
ERCOT's review by responding to several RFls and completing multiple rounds of steady-state and SCRD
analyses. Oncor also communicated to ERCOT that the provisional classification may not fully reflect the
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Exhibit W
Page 2 of 3
sequence of project approvals and communications that occurred throughout the review process,
including ERCOT communications that BZ-465 had approved steady-state and stability studies and the
documentation necessary to satisfy applicable 9.4/9.5 requirements.

Based on the approved stability studies, subsequent study activities, and the communication of 8.4/9.5
status, Oncor understood that the project's study requirements had been satisfied. It was not until June
30, 2026, that ERCOT requested an additional stability assessment, with only eight business days
remaining before the LLIS submission deadline of July 10 deadline,

In light of the foregoing and as a follow up to the previous discussions, Oncor has performed an
additional PSSE Dynamic Stahility Study in order to assess the project condition, contingencies and
impacts for BZ-465. Oncor performed this new and supplementary stability study to evaluate the impact
of this project on the transmission system in the study area. Within the Study, cases used in this analysis
were provided by [REDACTED] as part of its [REDACTED] study and were selected because these cases
incorporate many of the nearby large loads relevant to the study area. Oncor has provided the study
results in a report attached to this transmittal.

Select contingencies in the study area were simulated for the implementation of the project along with
the necessary upgrades identified by the steady state study, and the results indicate that no adverse
dynamic stability impact was observed for the contingencies simulated following the
implementation of the projects.

The study cases are based on the Summer Peak 2028 (SUM) and High Reliahility Minimum Load (HRML)
2025 DWG base cases, with modifications developed to evaluate and accommodate large-load
developmentin the area. The report chserves that for the summer peak there is no instability, nor
significant load loss, observed for the contingencies simulated. The HRML results also show there is no
instability, nor significant load loss, chserved forthe contingencies simulated.

Oncorwould request that ERCOT please review this newly-performed Stahility Study and, in light of the
results of the refreshed Study, reconsider the classification for BZ-465 and reclassify the Batch Zero load
from the Studied to Base category. Oncor is available to provide any additicnal information necessary in
order to support the findings of the attached study report and reclassification of BZ-465 as requested
herein.

Thank you,
Kallie

Kallie Malmgren
Oncor | Legal Department
Cell: 214.336.2388

From: BZReclassification <BZReclassification@ercot.com>

Sent: Friday, September 18, 2026 8:21 AM

To: BZReclassification <BZReclassification@ercot.com>; BUGContact --

haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com:; Sersen, Juliana <juliana.sersen@bakerbotts.com>;
BUGContact -- Rob@skyboxdatacenters.com <Rob@skyboxdatacenters.com>; Travis Young
<Travis@skyboxdatacenters.com>; William Shannon <William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>;
michael.krutak@skyboxdatacenters.com; Malmgren, Kallie <Kathryn.Malmgren@oncor.com:>; Buck, Ellen
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Page 3 of 3
<Ellen.Buck@oncor.com>; Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>; Martin, Collin <Collin.Martin@oncor.com>; Mowles,
Meagan <Meagan.Mowles@oncor.com>; Holt, Robert <Robert. Holt@oncor.com>; Liu, Meng <Meng.lLiu@oncor.com>;
Thomas, Trevon <Irevon.Thomas@oncor.com>; Kandah, Amjed <Amied.Kandah@oncor.com>; Murillo, Maribel
<Maribel.Murillo@oncor.com>; Naik, Harsh <HARSH.NAIK@ oncor.com>
Subject: RE: BZ-465 Dispute Process

WARNING: This email message did not originate from Oncor and is from an external organization. DO NOT

CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and are ceriain the content is safe.

Good morning, ERCOT has completed its review of the additional information provided. This email confirms
that BZ-465 remains classified as a studied load.

Regards,
dlnew gaddo

Assistant General Counsel - Regulatory
Phone: 512-225-7010 (0); 512-689-7270 (c)

Email: andrew.aallo@ercot.com

ercot>

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain
confidential information intended only for the addressee. If you are not an intended recipient of this
message, be advised that any reading, dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other use of this
message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify
the sender immediately by reply message and delete this email message and any attachments from your
system.
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From: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com> Exhibit X
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2026 10:38 AM

Page 1 of 2
To: Haynes Strader
Cc: Oncor Batch Zero Submission
Subject: FW: BZ-465 - Batch Zero Eligibility Submission
Importance: Low
Haynes,

Pursuant to the requirements of PGRR 145, see below ERCOT's confirmation of Oncor Electric Delivery’s submission of
your Batch Zero Large Load interconnection request.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Josh Ward
Transmission Services Consultant, Principal
Oncor | Transmission Services

Mobile: 817.909.9830
Joshua.ward@oncor.com

oncor.com

From: BatchZero <BatchZero@ercot.com>

Sent: Friday, July 17, 2026 10:36 AM

To: Mowles, Meagan <Meagan.Mowles@oncor.com>

Cc: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>; Oncor Batch Zero Submission <BatchO@oncor.com>
Subject: RE: BZ-465 - Batch Zero Eligibility Submission

Importance: Low

WARNING: This email message did not originate from Oncor and is from an external organization. DO NOT

CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and are certain the content is safe.

This is an automated confirmation that your email has been received by the Batch Zero intake team. Your submission has
not yet been reviewed or processed.

For questions about submission requirements or deadlines, please visit the Large Load Integration page at ERCOT.com.

Thank You,
ERCOT Large Load Integration Team
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Sent: Friday, 17 July 2026 15:30:13

To: BatchZero <BatchZero@ercot.com>

Cc: joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com>; Oncor Batch Zero Submission <BatchO@oncor.com>
Subject: BZ-465 - Batch Zero Eligibility Submission

Exhibit X
Page 2 of 2

¥¥EE* EXTERNAL Email *****

Please be cautious and evaluate before you click on links, open attachments, or provide credentials. As a

reminder, please report phishing emails via the Report Phishing button. If the button is not available, then
please forward to ' j

ERCOT:

Pursuant to the requirements of PGRR 145, Oncor Electric Delivery submits the attached Batch Zero
Large Load interconnection request submission for ERCOT review and eligibility determination.

Project Information
Project Name: Skybox- Wichita Falls (PPM)
Project ID: BZ-465

Please respond with any questions or need for additional information.
Thank you,

Meagan Mowles

Manager, West Region

Oncor | Transmission Services
777 Main Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain confidential information
intended only for the addressee. If you are not an intended recipient of this message, be advised that any reading,
dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other use of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply message and delete this email
message and any attachments from your system.

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain
confidential information intended only for the addressee. If you are not an intended recipient of this
message, be advised that any reading, dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other use of this
message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify
the sender immediately by reply message and delete this email message and any attachments from your
system.
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CONFIDENTIAL PROTECTED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO THE Confidential Exhibit Y
FromI:mgﬁecsié%r%c}gﬁg%a%}lgsggﬁy OxHaraceniars.com> Page 1 of 1
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 at 1:14 PM
To: LargelLoadInterconnection <largeloadinterconnection@ercot.com>
Cc: joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com>; Springer, Agee <agee.springer@ercot.com>; Mereness,
Matt <matt.mereness@ercot,com>; nelson.wade <nelson.wade@oncor.com>; William Shannon

<William.Shannon@skyboxdatacenters.com>
Subject: LLIS 2233 - Dynamic Model Submission

ERCOT Team,

We just submitted our dynamic model to the BZ team, but wanted to make sure that you also have all of
the latest information. The ERCOT provided Sharepoint file located here: BZ-465 has the submission for
LLIS-2233, which you should be able to access.

This email is to confirm that the dynamic model package, dynamic model, model

parameters, supporting technical documentation and the ERCOT Dynamic Working Group Large Load
Data Survey have all been uploaded to the BZ-465 sharepoint file and the same documentation applies
for LLIS-2233.

We submitted in the "ILLE Submitted Files” folder.

Please advise if this method of submission is acceptable for the dynamic models for LLIS and | can send
the one for_over as well as soon as that BZ folder is created.

Respectfully,

HHRBS

w Haynes Strader
Skybox Datacenters
Chief Development Officer

T (214) 7314000 ~ (404) 433-4464

3131 Turtle Creek Blvd, Suite 65
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GOVERNOR GREG ABBOTT

August 3, 2026

Mr. Thomas Gleeson

Chairman

Public Utility Commission of Texas
P.O. Box 13326

Austin, Texas 78711-3326

Mr. Pablo Vegas

President and Chiet Executive Ofticer
Electric Reliability Council of Texas

8000 Metropolis Drive, Building E, Suite 100
Austin, Texas 78744

Dear Chairman Gleeson and Chief Executive Officer Vegas:

Our top priority 1s to protect Texans’ safety and quality of life. That includes providing atfordable
energy, maintaining a reliable electric gnd, preserving water for our communities, and
championing Texas values. Those priorities can, and must, be achieved while also creating the
jobs and providing the economic opportunity that comes with our national leadership in
technological innovation and investment.

The Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) is currently considering approximately 474
gigawatts of requests to connect to the Texas grid. That is more than five times Texas” record peak
electricity demand for ERCOT. Approximately 90 percent of the new power requests are data
centers. That unprecedented load growth could endanger the reliability and stability of the Texas
electric grid.

To keep the grid stable and reliable, I am issuing the following directive:

The Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUC) and ERCOT must conduct a comprehensive
verification and audit of all data centers advancing through ERCOT’s interconnection process
before any additional data centers are approved to move forward. Any project that fails to comply
with the requirements set forth by the PUC and ERCOT, and by state law, must be denied
connection to the Texas grid.

The tailure of some data centers to comply with the PUC’s survey measuring water and power
usage under the General Appropriations Act makes this necessary. Failure to fully comply with
that law hinders your ability to make fully informed decisions.

Post OrrcE Box 12428 Austin, Texas 78711 512-463-2000 (Voick) Dial 7-1-1 FOR RELAY SERVICES
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Chairman Gleeson and Chief Executive Officer Vegas
August 3, 2026
Page 2

Additionally, recent legislative hearings and public meetings raised important questions regarding
the impact of data centers on the grid and on the local communities in which they operate or seek
to operate.

Along those lines, in my June 10th letter I noted I would work with the legislature to address
Texans’ concerns about data centers. To inform these efforts, the PUC and ERCOT must also
obtain the following information from each data center project:

Information detailing the extent to which data centers are paying their own way or depending
on the state for financial assistance. That would include all state and local tax incentives,
grants, abatements, or other public financial assistance received or expected to be received,
and

The extent to which data centers are providing their own power or depending on the ERCOT
grid for that power. Details should include projected annual and peak electricity consumption;
and any etfort and progress to construct or procure on-site electric generation, including
generation type, or other measures to reduce demand on the ERCOT grid; and

The extent to which data centers are bringing their own water and reusing their own water as
opposed to using water needed by local communities. The details should include projected
annual and peak water consumption and anticipated sources of water supply. You must also
obtain information about the cooling technology that will be utilized, including whether the
facility will employ air-cooled, closed-loop, or another water-etticient cooling system; and

The extent to which data centers are using measures to reduce impacts on neighboring property
owners and communities, including noise mitigation, light controls, setbacks, traftic
improvements, emergency response coordination, and other community protection measures,
understanding that each community is unique; and

Information detailing the ownership and contrelling interests in the project.

Any data center project that fails to comply with the verification and audit process to protect the
reliability and resilience of the Texas electric grid must be denied. Simply put, Texans must come
first.

Thank you for your continued efforts to protect the Texas electric grid and the interests of the
people of our state.

Sincerely,

Greg Abbott
Governor
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Page 1 of 1

BZ-465 Original Skyhox Project Eclipse- Wichita Falla  Texas Data Center Campus Power, LLC TSP - GNCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY LLC  Submiftted to ERCOT  Assigned (4) 10-08-2026  10/06/2026  QOpen
haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com (Load Entity)
jeck.eneilf@skyboxndatacenters.com [Lozd Entity)
rab@ skyboxdatarenters com {Laad Entity)

wiblire. st vhoxdataceoters com (Load Entity)
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF TEXAS ;o

FORT BEND
COUNTY OF Rk

o SR SR )

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day Richard Haynes Strader Jr. personally appeared,
who, being known to me and duly sworn, upon his oath deposed and stated as [ollows:

1. “My name is Richard Haynes Strader Jr. I am over the age ol eighteen (18) years, ol sound mind,
fully competent to make this affidavit, and have never been convicted of a felony or a crime
involving moral turpitude. I am fully compctent to testify to the matters stated herein,

2. I am the Chiel Development Olflicer ol Skybox Dalacenters LLC ("Skybox" or "Complainant™},
a Texas limited liability company with its principal place ol business at 3131 Turtle Creek Blvd.,
Suite 650, Dallas, Texas 75219, | have served in this role for 5 years,

4. My responsibilitics at Skybox include Icading Skybox’s stratcgic deveclopment including
overseeing site selection and power procurement through permitlling, consiruction, and
energization. Prior to joining Skybox, Mr. Strader represented tenants, buyers, and sellers in
morc than 200 data ccnter transactions totaling over $3.5 billion in value, and served as Vice
President at CBRE Data Center Solutions. He is a graduate of Southern Mcthodist University
and serves on the SMU Dedman College Executive Board, the 21st Century Council, and the
SMU Folsom Institute Board.

5. I have reviewed the Complaint of Skybox Datacenters LLC Regarding ERCOT’s
Reclassification of BZ-465 from Basc Load (the "Complaint"} and the factual statcments
contained in the Complaint are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

6. The l[oregoing statements are true and correct to the best ol my knowledge and beliel.”

Richard Haynee Strader, Jr

Richard Haynes Strader, Jr.
Chicf Development Officer
Skybox Datacenters LLC
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SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me by Richard Hayncs Strader Jr. on this 23" day of October

2026, to certify which witness my hand and scal of office.

R

Notary Public, Statc of Texas

LaTeya Burns

10 NUMEER .
e 11665416 Printed Name: LaToya Burns
2 é"b';"i'e*;\\&& COMMISSION EXPIRES
(T May 9, 2028

.. . 05/09/2028
My conmimnission expires:

[SEAL]

Electronically signed and notarized online using the Proof platform.
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Exhibit AE

From: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com> Page 1 of |

Sent: Friday, May 2, 2025 11:02 AM
To: LargelLoadInterconnection <Largel oad|nterconnection@ercot.com>
Cc: Budhathoki, Lav <Lav.Budhathoki2@oncor.com>; Meadows, Montse

<Beatriz.Meadows@oncor.com>; harsh.naik <harsh.naik@oncor.com>

Subject: Large loads Wichita Falls

raxt EXTERNAL Email =+
Please be cautious and evaluate before you click on links, open attachments, or provide credentials. As a

reminder. nlease rennrt nhishine emails via the Renort Phishine huttan. If the hutton ic not availahle. then

please forward to '

Good morning large load team,

Please see the attached RIA report for the customer 1 and 2. We studied these together
due to proximity to one another. | have included the Oncor team that is responsible for
the projects in the email. This is the steady state and short circuit results we are
currently waiting on the stability study to be complete, once complete we will forward in
this email string. We will need two LLI numbers created one for each customer.

Please reach out if you have any questions.

Josh Ward

Transmission Services Consultant
Oncor | Transmission Services
Mobile: 817.909.9830

Joshua.ward@oncor.com

oncor.com
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From: Jack O'Neill <jack.oneill@skyboxdatacenters.com> Exhibit AH
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2025 4:59 PM Page 1 of |
To: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward @oncor.com>; Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>

Subject: Re: Skybox- Eclipse

WARNING: This email message did not originate from Oncor and is from an extemal organization. DO NOT CLICK links or

attachments unless you recognize the sender and are certain the content is safe

Josh,
Please see our month by month load ramp attached.
Let us know if you or ERCOT have any questions!

Best,
Jack

™ Jack O’Neill

w Skvhox Datacenters

From: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>

Date: Wednesday, May 28, 2025 at 1:24 'aOPM

To: Haynes Strader <haynes@skyboxdatacenters.com>, Jack O'Neill <jack oneill@skyboxdatacenters com>
Subject: Skybox- Eclipse

Good afternoon Haynes and Jack,

We finally heard back from ERCOT and they are asking when you would be ready to accept power, the next ask is they want a
more detailed load ramp. They seem to want a month by month if you can provide that it would help us move this process
along. | have attached what was sent when the load was revised to 845MW.

Thank You

Josh Ward
Transmission Services Consultant
Oncor | Transmission Services

Mobile: 817.909.9830
Joshua.ward@oncor.com

oncor.com

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain confidential
information intended only for the addressee. If you are not an intended recipient of this message, be advised that
any reading, dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other use of this message or its attachments is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply
message and delete this email message and any attachments from your system.

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain confidential
information intended only for the addressee. If you are not an intended recipient of this message, be advised that
any reading, dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other use of this message or its attachments is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply
message and delete this email message and any attachments from your system.
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Exhibit Al
Page 1 of 7

From: Meadows, Montse <Beatriz.Meadows@oncor.com>

Sent: Monday, June 9, 2025 8:52 AM

To: Navarro Catalan, Manuel <Manuel NavarroCatalan@ercot.com>;
LargeLoadInterconnection <Largel oadInterconnection@ercot.com>

Cc: harsh.naik <harsh.naik@oncor.com>; Budhathoki, Lav
<Lav.Budhathoki2@oncor.com>; joshua.ward <joshua.ward@oncor.com>
Subject: RE: Large loads Wichita Falls

*rkxk EXTERNAL Email *****

ate before you click on links, open attachments, or provide credentials. As a reminder, please report phishing e

button. If the button is not available, then please forward to '

Hello Manuel and ERCOT LLI| Team,

Please see below for the requested information. Oncor 's information is highlighted
in blue .

i BN BN BN
i EE BN BN
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q
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q
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1ll||||||r
H BN BN BN BN BN BN BN BE BE ©
ilg R RnnRnn

Let me know if you have additional comments or questions.

Sincerely,
Montse Meadows EIT
Cncor | Transmission Planning

Cell: 868-232-3433
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From: Navarro Catalan, Manuel <Manuel.NavarroCatalan@ercot.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2025 2:46 PM

To: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>

Cc: Budhathoki, Lav <Lav.Budhathoki2@oncor.com>; Meadows, Montse
<Beatriz.Meadows@oncor.com>; Naik, Harsh <HARSH.NAIK@oncor.com>;
LargelLoadInterconnection <Largel oad|nterconnection@ercot.com>
Subject: RE: Large loads Wichita Falls

WARNING: This email message did not originate from Oncor and is from an external organization. DO NOT CLICK

content is safe.

Hello Josh,

Below are your LLI numbers:

e LLI-2233: Fisher Road

A bit of initial feedback:

« Canyou please give us more specific ISD, we need at least the month and year for
each incremental step.

o LLI-2233 ISD: Jan 2028 Load ramp attached

« Canyou please give us the latitude and longitude of each project?
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—

LLI-2233: 33°52'30.360 "N 98°25'57.720 "W

« Inpage 2, in the “changes made to the study cases " are the 240 MVAR switched
shunts at fisher a planned upgrade? If so, can you please provide the TPIT number
or if its part of an RPG project?

o The 240 MVAR shunts are not a planned upgrade. This is a day 1 request
upgrade to support voltage in the area due to the added load (part of the
upgrades requested to serve the customer on day 1).

« Are any of these projects requesting any MVARs?

The loads were studied assuming a 0.95PF.

LLI 2233: P=845MW, Q=277.7380

Please send us the SSR survey when you can.
Thanks
Manuel

From: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>

Sent: Friday, May 2, 2025 11:02 AM

To: LargelLoadInterconnection <LargelLoad|nterconnection@ercot.com>
Cc: Budhathoki, Lav <Lav.Budhathoki2@oncor.com>; Meadows, Montse
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<Beatriz.Meadows@oncor.com>; harsh.naik <harsh.naik@oncor.com>
Subject: Large loads Wichita Falls

*hxxk EXTERNAL Email *****

ate before you click on links, open attachments, or provide credentials. As a reminder, please report phishing e
button. If the button is not available, then please forward to '

Good morning large load team,

Please see the attached RIA report for the customer 1 and 2. We studied these together
due to proximity to one another. | have included the Oncor team that is responsible for
the projects in the email. This is the steady state and short circuit results we are
currently waiting on the stability study to be complete, once complete we will forward in
this email string. We will need two LLI numbers created one for each customer.

Please reach out if you have any questions.

Josh Ward
Transmission Services Consultant

Oncor | Transmission Services

Mobile: 817.909.9830

Joshua.ward@oncor.com

oncor.com
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From: Navarro Catalan, Manuel <Manuel.NavarroCatalan@ercot.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2025 2:46 PM

To: Ward, Josh <Joshua.Ward@oncor.com>

Cc: Budhathoki, Lav <Lav.Budhathoki2@oncor.com>; Meadows, Montse
<Beatriz.Meadows@oncor.com>; Naik, Harsh <HARSH.NAIK@oncor.com>;
LargelLoadInterconnection <Largel oad|nterconnection@ercot.com>
Subject: RE: Large loads Wichita Falls

WARNING: This email message did not originate from Oncor and is from an extemal organization.

DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and are certain the content is safe.

Hello Josh,

Below are your LLI numbers:

= LLI-2233: Fisher Road

A bit of initial feedback:

« Can you please give us more specific ISD, we need at least the month and year for
each incremental step.

+ Can you please give us the latitude and longitude of each project?

* In page 2, in the “changes made to the study cases ~ are the 240 MVAR switched
shunts at fisher a planned upgrade? If so, can you please provide the TPIT number
or if its part of an RPG project?

« Are any of these projects requesting any MVARs?
Please send us the SSR survey when you can.

Thanks
Manuel
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