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Hello ERCOT Pilot Projects team,
Thank you for posting the ADER Pilot Phase 4 draft and opening it to stakeholder feedback. I'm Lester Crafton, co-founder of Ovanova. We design, build and operate solar-plus-storage systems for homes, farms and small businesses, and we run a growing number of small power plants across Texas:
•	Rudy Perry, Whitehouse (Oncor), 41 kWh of storage
•	Quentin and Jessica Roberts, Fischer (Pedernales Electric Cooperative), 19 kWh
•	Matt Meredith, Tyler (Oncor), 19 kWh
•	The Boston Runner, Tyler (Oncor), 29 kWh
•	The McKenzie home, Spring (CenterPoint), 19 kWh
•	Isaac Yonemoto, Austin, 15 kWh
•	Solar sites in Jarrell, Bryan and Tyler that can add storage
We already have aggregation software for our customers. Our aggregation platform monitors and controls these systems directly and can easily plug into any scheduling or dispatch system ERCOT requires. The only thing we don't have is 1 MW behind a single feeder or substation transformer.
1. The 1 MW-per-transformer minimum shuts out the Texans who own their own batteries
Governing Document reference: Section 5.a, Basic Program Parameters (ADESR definition: devices mapped to the same CIM Load/substation transformer; minimum aggregate injection capability of 1 MW). Related: Section 5.c, Eligibility and Qualification (ADESR-specific DOTA form covering one CIM Load); Section 5.d, Metering, Telemetry, and Market Submissions (ADESR device-level telemetry).
Comment:
The new ADESR option requires at least 1 MW of aggregate injection behind a single substation transformer. Homeowner and small-business batteries are never clustered that way. They're spread across many feeders and transformers, so no fleet of independently owned systems will ever meet that threshold. In practice, the rule lets in only companies that already hold large, concentrated contracts at particular substations.
It's a good thing to find ways to support people who do own more than 1 MW, and we're not disputing that. Those programs are useful and good for the grid. But this is Texas, and Texans have a right to contribute. We believe in deregulation, and this rule as written seems to set up a small group of players for a centrally, corporately controlled regime under the banner of distributed energy resources and grid resilience.
There are three likely reasons for the threshold, and none of them holds up:
•	Administrative ease. If the concern is managing many small participants, that burden is shrinking fast. Software can now handle registration forms, telemetry validation and settings requests at almost no cost. Administrative convenience isn't a good enough reason to keep battery owners out.
•	Market structure. If the threshold is meant to push small owners through retail providers or third-party aggregators, it adds middlemen we'd rather avoid. Every added intermediary is another cloud platform and another path into the inverter. Each layer takes a cut of the value that should go to the people who paid for the battery. And routing dispatch through a third party adds delay, failure points and decisions made by people without field knowledge of the equipment.
•	Security. If the threshold is meant to protect the grid, it's pointed at the wrong variable. System size has nothing to do with how securely a device is controlled (more on this below).
Proposed change:
We respectfully ask ERCOT to allow a special exception, or a pilot sub-category, that lets a single Resource Entity register and dispatch a portfolio of small distributed batteries across multiple CIM Loads and utilities. It could use portfolio-level telemetry built from device-level data, as the draft already describes for ADESRs. Ultimately, anyone who owns a battery should be able to register and contribute. We'd gladly serve as the test case.
2. Regulate the security variables that actually matter
Governing Document reference: No cybersecurity provision identified in the Phase 4 draft. Proposed addition to Section 5.c, Eligibility and Qualification (applicable to every ADESR and aggregation participant, regardless of size), with related Section 5.d, Metering, Telemetry, and Market Submissions.
Comment:
We're a leading DER cybersecurity team, and cybersecurity isn't getting the weight it deserves in aggregated DER. Working with BC Security, Ovanova's team has reported vulnerabilities in widely deployed solar and storage equipment through CISA's coordinated disclosure process. Ovanova is credited in CISA ICS advisories ICSA-25-217-02 (Tigo Energy Cloud Connect Advanced) and ICSA-25-219-07 (EG4 inverters), which together cover seven CVEs. BC Security presented the research at DEF CON 33, and we've since deployed field systems that mitigate these threats.
The problems we found include:
•	Control commands sent in plaintext
•	Firmware installed without integrity checks
•	Hard-coded or brute-forceable credentials
•	Cloud platforms that a single compromise could use to reach thousands of devices
These risks exist at 10 kWh and at 10 MW alike. A large aggregator running thousands of insecure devices through one cloud platform is a much bigger target than a small, well-secured fleet.
Proposed change:
We recommend Phase 4 set baseline security requirements for every ADESR and aggregation participant, regardless of size:
•	Encrypted, authenticated control paths
•	Signed firmware
•	No default or hard-coded credentials
•	A clear process for reporting and fixing vulnerabilities
Fewer intermediaries between ERCOT and the device also means fewer places for things to go wrong.
We'd welcome an individual meeting with ERCOT staff on the draft and are happy to share technical detail.
Thank you for your consideration.
Lester Crafton, Co-founder, Ovanova
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