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PLAN REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
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§ 
§ 
§ 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
 

OF TEXAS 
 

ORDER ADOPTING NEW §25.98 
 

The Public Utility Commission of Texas (commission) adopts new §25.98, relating to Permian 

Basin Reliability Plan Reporting Requirements and Monitor with changes to the proposed text as 

published in the March 7, 2025 issue of the Texas Register (50 TexReg 1747).  The rule 

implements Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA) §39.166 and §39.167 as enacted by House Bill 

(HB) 5066 during the Texas 88th Legislature, Regular Session.  The rule creates reporting 

requirements associated with implementing the reliability plan for the Permian Basin region, 

establishes the responsibilities of a third-party monitor, and requires that the transmission service 

providers (TSPs) implementing the reliability plan for the Permian Basin region pay for the 

monitor.  The reporting requirements created by the rule will enable the monitor to identify 

schedule and cost components that may impact the timely development and approval of necessary 

transmission service requirements.  Additionally, the rule provides transparency related to costs 

for the projects that comprise the Permian Basin Reliability Plan (PBRP).  This new section is 

adopted under Project Number 57602. 

 

The commission received comments on proposed new §25.98 from: AEP Texas Inc. and Electric 

Transmission Texas, LLC (AEP Companies); the City of San Antonio, acting by and through the 

City Public Service Board (CPS Energy); LCRA Transmission Services Corporation (LCRA 

TSC); the Office of Public Utility Counsel (OPUC); Oncor Electric Delivery Company LLC 
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(Oncor); South Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (STEC); Texas-New Mexico Power Company 

(TNMP); and the Texas Public Power Association (TPPA). 

 

General Comments 

Days v. working days 

AEP observed that the proposed rule inconsistently uses “days” and “working days” and 

recommended modifying the rule to replace references to “days” with “working days” for 

consistency.  Similarly, LCRA commented that the use of “days” without specifying “calendar 

days” or “working days” is insufficient. 

 

Commission Response  

The commission declines to adopt AEP’s recommendation to replace references to “days” 

with “working days.”  The terms “days” and “working days” are intentionally used 

throughout the rule to differentiate between calendar days and days that the commission is 

open for the conduct of business.  Section 22.2 of this title (relating to Definitions) defines 

“days” to mean calendar days, not working days, and defines “working days” to mean days 

on which the commission is open for the conduct of business.   

 

Reporting on construction of facilities and county 

CPS Energy recommended modifying proposed §25.98(b) and proposed §25.98(c)(3)(G) to clarify 

that TSPs are required to report on only those facilities that are to be constructed as part of a 

project, and not any previously existing facilities to which a project may interconnect.  CPS Energy 
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also recommended modifying proposed §25.98(b) and proposed §25.98(c)(3)(H) to clarify that the 

requirement to identify counties is limited to those counties in which facilities may be constructed.  

 

Commission Response  

The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommendations to specify that TSPs must 

report on those facilities that are to be constructed as part of a project and the counties in 

which facilities may be constructed because the specifications are unnecessary.  Section 

25.98(b) states the requirements apply to PBRP projects.  Additionally, CPS Energy’s 

recommendation would substantively narrow the required information to facilities that will 

be constructed and counties in which facilities will be constructed, omitting upgraded 

facilities and the counties in which facilities will be upgraded.  

 

Frequency of reporting 

AEP recommended modifying the proposed rule to reduce the reporting frequency from quarterly 

to bi-annually because quarterly reporting is unduly burdensome to TSPs in terms of cost, time, 

and staffing resources, and reporting on a bi-annual basis is sufficient based on AEP’s past 

experiences.  Similarly, LCRA recommended modifying the reporting frequency from quarterly 

to bi-annually or annually because most of the relevant information will already be provided to the 

commission in the monthly construction progress report (MCPR) and, for projects requiring a 

certificate of convenience and necessity (CCN) amendment, in the CCN application itself.   
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Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt AEP and LCRA’s recommendations to reduce the 

reporting frequency.  PURA §39.166 requires the commission to develop a plan to implement 

the PBRP to ensure timely development and approval of necessary transmission service 

improvements.  Due to the size and magnitude of the PBRP, streamlining the necessary 

information and having that information updated on a quarterly basis in a single repository 

for the monitor to review outweighs the benefits of reporting less frequently.  Quarterly 

reports provide greater transparency, and more frequent reporting identifies issues earlier, 

which enables the monitor to inform the commission of issues in a timely manner.  Moreover, 

the requirements in this rule that go beyond the MCPR requirements (e.g., initial 

implementation schedule) will assist the monitor by providing a holistic overview of the 

PBRP projects.  For the requirements that are similar to the MCPR, the compliance 

reporting portal allows for consolidated reporting to reduce the compliance burden on TSPs.  

 

Requirement to update load forecasts 

OPUC recommended modifying the proposed rule to include a subsection that requires TSPs to 

submit an annual update detailing changes in their projected load forecasts and requires the 

monitor to validate the updated forecasts to ensure accuracy and alignment with trends and 

conditions.  According to OPUC, mandatory updates would enable the commission and ERCOT 

to adjust long--term planning for the PBRP through 2038.  OPUC also noted that PURA 

§37.056(c)(1) does not preclude the commission from validating projected load forecasts. 

 



PROJECT NO. 57602                                 ORDER PAGE 5 OF 45 
 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt OPUC’s recommendation to add a subsection that (1) 

requires TSPs to submit an annual update detailing changes in their projected load forecasts, 

and (2) requires the monitor to validate the updated forecasts because this information does 

not serve to assist in ensuring timely development and approval of necessary transmission 

service improvements consistent with PURA §39.166.  Additionally, a forum already exists 

for evaluating the need for individual projects.  The need for individual projects, including 

the underlying data relied on to support the need for a project, is evaluated in a CCN 

proceeding.   

 

Proposed §25.98(a) - Purpose and applicability 

Proposed §25.98(a) sets forth the purpose and applicability of the rule.  Specifically, the proposed 

rule sets forth the reporting requirements for a TSP responsible for the ownership, construction, 

and operation of a PBRP common local project or import path (PBRP project) approved by the 

commission’s order issued on October 7, 2025 in Project No. 55718, relating to Reliability Plan 

for the Permian Basin Under PURA §39.167. 

 

CPS Energy and LCRA recommended modifying proposed §25.98(a) to specify the import paths 

that are approved for construction.  CPS Energy recommended adding specificity by citing to the 

commission’s order in Docket No. 57441, approving assignment of TSP ownership.  LCRA 

recommended adding specificity related to approved import paths by citing to paragraph number 

four of the commission’s October 7, 2024 order in Project No. 55718, approving the import paths, 

based on the commission’s selection of 345-kilovolt (kV) or 765-kV import paths.   
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Oncor recommended modifying subsection (a) to explain that TSPs must report at the Upgrade ID 

level.  Oncor also recommended modifying subsection (a) to clarify the platform or process that 

will be used to submit reports.  

 

Commission Response  

The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy and LCRA’s recommended redline changes 

specifying the import paths that are approved for construction by citing to the commission’s 

order in Docket No. 57441 or paragraph number four of the commission’s October 7, 2024 

order in Project No. 55718.  CPS Energy’s recommendation to cite to a docket that identifies 

the TSP owners of PBRP projects omits at least one project, the ownership of which is being 

decided in a separate, pending docket.  On April 24, 2025, following the public comment 

deadline for this rulemaking project, the commission issued a second order in Project No. 

55718.  The commission’s second order in Project No. 55718 approves the three 765-kV 

import paths identified in Table 7.5 of the Permian Basin Reliability Plan and terminates 

authorization to prepare CCN applications for the 345-kV import paths identified in Table 

1 of the Reliability Plan Addendum.  Therefore, to better capture the accuracy and clarity 

suggested by commenters, the commission moves the applicability provision to §25.98(b), 

renumbers the subsequent subsections accordingly, and modifies §25.98(b) to reflect that the 

requirements of new §25.98 are applicable to a TSP that is responsible for the ownership, 

construction, and operation of a PBRP project.  The commission also modifies §25.98(b) to 

reflect that a PBRP project means: (1) a common local project approved by the commission’s 
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October 7, 2024 order in Project No. 55718, or (2) an import path approved by the 

commission’s second order issued on April 24, 2025 in Project No. 55718.   

 

In addition to these modifications, the commission adopts Oncor’s recommendations to 

explain that TSPs must report at the Upgrade ID level and reports must be submitted using 

the commission’s compliance reporting portal.  The commission modifies §25.98(a) 

accordingly. 

 

Proposed §25.98(b) - Initial implementation schedule requirements 

Proposed §25.98(b) requires a TSP responsible for the ownership, construction, and operation of 

a PBRP project to file an initial implementation schedule within 30 days of an order issued by the 

commission and sets forth the information that TSPs are required to provide in an initial 

implementation schedule.   

 

LCRA recommended deleting proposed §25.98(b) because the commission will already have the 

best available schedule information through other channels, such as MCPRs and the Petition for 

Consolidated Permian Basin Reliability Plan CCN Filing Authorization in Docket No. 57441.  CPS 

Energy recommended adding “in [Docket] 57441” after “an order issued by the commission.”  

 

Commission Response  

The commission declines to adopt LCRA’s recommendation to delete proposed §25.98(b), 

requiring TSPs to provide an initial implementation schedule.  The initial implementation 

schedules will provide the monitor with a complete but concise overview of the PBRP in one 
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single repository to assist the monitor in the performance of its duties.  The commission 

declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommended redline change to specify that the initial 

implementation schedule is due 30 days after a commission issued order in Docket No. 57441 

because it omits at least one project, the ownership of which is being decided in a separate, 

pending docket.  In response to the comments described below, relating to the deadline to 

file the initial implementation schedule, the commission modifies §25.98(c) to require the 

initial implementation schedule be filed by July 15, 2025 or 30 days after a commission order 

identifying a TSP as responsible for the ownership, construction, and operation of a PBRP 

project, whichever is later.  This modification addresses CPS Energy’s recommendation.   

 

Deadline to file 

To give the TSPs sufficient time to prepare the information requested in the format prescribed by 

the commission, AEP, LCRA, Oncor, and STEC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(b) to 

modify the deadline to file an initial implementation.  AEP recommended modifying the filing 

deadline to 30 days from the date the reporting form is available.  As an alternative to its primary 

recommendation to delete proposed §25.98(b), LCRA recommended modifying the deadline to 

the later of 30 days from a commission order assigning the TSP responsibility or 30 days from the 

date the commission form is developed and published.  Similarly, STEC recommended modifying 

the deadline to the later of a commission order assigning the TSP responsibility or the date the 

commission form is developed and published.  Oncor recommended modifying proposed 

§25.98(b) by the later of: (1) 60-90 days after the commission’s Extra High Voltage (EHV) 

decision on 345-kV or 765-kV import paths, and (2) 30 days after the commission’s finalization 

of the form it will prescribe for reporting purposes under this rule. 
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Commission Response  

The commission agrees that TSPs should be provided additional time to prepare the 

information requested in the format prescribed by the commission.  Commission Staff 

continues to engage with stakeholders in the development of the compliance reporting portal 

for the purpose of submitting MCPRs and the PBRP reports.  Commission Staff opened 

Project No. 57925, relating to Compliance Reporting Portal Updates, on April 4, 2025, to 

receive stakeholder feedback and address questions.  Additionally, Commission Staff made 

the compliance reporting portal available for stakeholders to test beginning May 9, 2025.  

Accordingly, the commission modifies §25.98(c) to require TSPs to file an initial 

implementation schedule by the later of July 15, 2025 or 30 days after an order is issued by 

the commission.  The July 15, 2025 deadline provides stakeholders more than 60 days to 

become familiar with the compliance reporting portal and prepare the information in the 

format prescribed by the commission before reporting is required.  The requirement to 

report the initial implementation schedule 30 days after a commission order identifying a 

TSP as responsible for the ownership, construction, and operation of a PBRP project 

accounts for the PBRP project that is being decided in a pending docket. 

 

Start and completion dates 

As an alternative to its recommendation to delete proposed §25.98(b), LCRA recommended 

modifying proposed §25.98(b) to allow the submission of estimated date ranges (e.g., across 

calendar quarters) rather than specific dates because detailed project schedules will still be under 

development at the time the initial reports must be submitted. 
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Commission Response  

The commission declines to adopt LCRA’s recommendation to allow the submission of 

estimated date ranges.  The compliance reporting portal is configured for the entry of specific 

dates and the TSPs are required to report estimated dates.  The commission expects the 

estimated dates to be based on the most up-to-date information available at the time the 

initial implementation schedule is filed.  Additionally, in response to comments described 

below, relating to the reporting of significant changes to a milestone, the commission modifies 

the reporting requirements of a significant change to be based on the information reported 

in the first quarterly progress report instead of the initial implementation schedule.  This 

modification results in the initial implementation schedule being informational for the 

monitor rather than a basis for additional reporting.    

 

Additional requirements 

OPUC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(b) to increase transparency by requiring TSPs 

include information relating to (1) the estimated cost of the PBRP project, (2) an explanation of 

benefits associated with the PBRP project, and (3) why the TSP selected a 765-kV import path 

over a 345-kV import path. 

 

Commission Response  

The commission declines to adopt OPUC’s recommendations to require TSPs to report the 

estimated cost of the PBRP project, the benefits associated with the PBRP project, and why 

the TSP selected a 765-kV import path over a 345-kV import path.  The estimated costs of 
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the PBRP project will be reported in the quarterly progress reports after a CCN has been 

approved, or for those projects that do not require a CCN, nearer to the time that 

construction begins.  This provides transparency, is more consistent with how costs are 

reported in MCPRs, and results in more accurate cost information being reported to the 

monitor.  The appropriate voltage of a PBRP project is outside the scope of this rulemaking. 

 

Proposed §25.98(c) – Quarterly progress report requirements  

Proposed §25.98(c) requires a TSP to file a quarterly progress report by the fifteenth day of each 

quarter.  For PBRP projects that require a CCN, the first quarterly progress report is due the first 

quarter following the date of a commission order approving the TSP’s CCN application for the 

PBRP project and for PBRP projects that do not require a CCN, the first quarterly progress report 

is due the first quarter following the date that the TSP files an initial implementation schedule for 

the PBRP project.  Proposed §25.98(c) also sets forth the information that a TSP is required to 

provide in a quarterly progress report, including the assigned docket number; the percentage of 

engineering and design, procurement, and construction that is completed; a summary of the PBRP 

project’s progress; estimated costs and actual costs for specific categories associated with a PBRP 

project; and milestone start and completion dates.  Finally, proposed §25.98(c) requires TSPs to 

submit the information on a form prescribed by the commission. 

 

Deadline to file quarterly progress reports on the fifteenth day of a quarter 

Oncor recommended extending the deadline to file a quarterly progress report from the fifteenth 

to the twentieth day of a new quarter because a deadline that falls on the same day as the deadline 

for filing MCPRs could prove burdensome if using different forms.  Oncor asserted that adding an 
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extra 5 days would allow TSPs more time to complete the standard processes and forms necessary 

to accurately report the cost estimates required by proposed §25.98(c)(4) and other data that may 

need to be input into separate documents or forms.   

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt Oncor’s recommendation to extend the deadline to file 

quarterly progress reports to five days after the deadline to file MCPRs.  The compliance 

reporting portal allows for consolidated reporting for TSPs to fulfill the requirements for 

MCPRs and the reports required under this rule.  Therefore, the change recommended by 

Oncor is unnecessary.    

 

Deadline to file the first quarterly progress report 

For a project that does not require a CCN, Oncor recommended modifying proposed §25.98(c)(2) 

to modify the deadline to file the first quarterly progress report from 30 days after the initial 

implementation schedule is filed to six to 12 months before construction is estimated to begin.  

LCRA recommended modifying the deadline in proposed §25.98(c)(2) to 45 days or at most 6 

months before construction is estimated to begin.  Oncor and LCRA asserted that their 

recommended timelines would promote better quality information in the report.  LCRA noted that 

cost estimates provided in a 2025 initial progress report are likely to be stale and bear little 

relationship to the actual cost of constructing a project that will not go to bid for several years, let 

alone commence construction.  Oncor estimated that approximately two dozen of its PBRP 

projects that do not require a CCN would begin construction in 2027 or later.  Oncor also observed 

that the recommended timelines would still provide the commission and other interested parties 
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with much more advanced notice for PBRP projects than the current 45-day advance filing for 

MCPRs.   

 

Commission Response  

The commission agrees that better quality information based on more accurate data is 

preferable to stale data that bears little relationship to the actual cost of constructing a 

project that will not go to bid for several years.  Accordingly, the commission modifies 

§25.98(d)(2) to require TSPs begin reporting on PBRP projects that do not require a CCN 

six months before construction is estimated to begin and on a quarterly basis thereafter. 

 

PBRP project description and summary 

CPS Energy recommended modifying proposed §25.98(c)(3)(B) to clarify that an assigned docket 

number must be reported only if one is associated with a project that requires a CCN.  CPS Energy 

also recommended modifying proposed §25.98(c)(3)(J) through (L) by adding “estimated” in front 

of “percentages” to clarify that completion percentages are estimates.  OPUC recommended 

modifying proposed §25.98(c)(3)(I) to specifically require the following information in the project 

summary: (1) the tasks that are necessary to complete the construction of the transmission lines 

and facilities, (2) time estimates for completing each task, and (3) a log of tasks and construction 

that have been completed.   

 

Commission Response  

The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommendation to modify §25.98(d)(3)(B) 

to state that an assigned docket number must be reported only if one is associated with a 
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project that requires a CCN because the modification is unnecessary.  Section 25.98(d)(3) 

already requires that the TSP report information in subparagraphs (A) through (L) “as 

applicable.”  The commission agrees with CPS Energy’s recommendation to add clarity in 

§25.98(d)(3)(J) through (L) by adding “estimated” in front of “percentages.”  The 

commission modifies §25.98(d)(3)(J) through (L) accordingly.  The commission declines to 

adopt OPUC’s recommendation to modify §25.98(d)(3)(I) to require TSPs report the tasks 

that are necessary to complete the construction of transmission line facilities, time estimates 

for completing each task, and a log of tasks and construction that have been completed 

because this information is already functionally captured by other reporting requirements.  

For example, §25.98(d)(4) through(5) require that each TSP report on right-of-way and land 

acquisition, engineering and design, material and equipment procurement, and construction 

of facilities (the tasks that are necessary to complete construction); §25.98(d)(5) requires 

reporting estimated start and completion dates (time estimates) for completing each task; 

and §25.98(d)(3)(J) through (L) require reporting the percentage of engineering and design, 

procurement, and construction that is complete to date (log of tasks and construction that 

have been completed). 

 

Costs 

AEP recommended deleting proposed §25.98(c)(4) because requiring costs broken down by the 

categories identified in proposed §25.98(c)(4) places an undue burden on TSPs in terms of cost, 

time, and staffing resources.  In the alternative, AEP recommended only requiring reporting of 

baselines and current total costs spent to date consistent with reporting requirements for the 

Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) program.  Similarly, LCRA recommended 
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modifying proposed §25.98(c)(4) to require a TSP report an overall project cost estimate, not 

broken down into the more granular cost categories in proposed §25.98(c)(4)(A) through (E).  

LCRA observed that it is not customary for costs to be tracked in this manner for projects that do 

not require a CCN amendment, and some of the categories would not apply to a CCN-exempt 

project.  Additionally, LCRA asserted that there will be significant challenges associated with 

prematurely reporting cost estimates in a quarterly progress report for projects that will not be 

constructed for several years.  Moreover, given the impacts of inflation and other market factors 

on engineering and construction labor, equipment, and materials, it would be misleading to 

compare a cost estimate generated in 2025 dollars for a project that is expected to begin in 2027, 

or even later.   

 

CPS Energy recommended redline changes to add clarity to the cost reporting requirements in 

proposed §25.98(c)(4).  Specifically, CPS Energy recommended adding “current total” in front of 

“cost estimates” and replacing “as costs are incurred” with “incurred as of the end of the last 

quarter prior to the report being filed.”  CPS Energy also recommended modifying proposed 

§25.98(c)(4)(F) to replace “the total to complete the PBRP project” with “the estimated total for 

the PBRP project.” 

 

Oncor recommended modifying proposed §25.98(c)(4) to include an “other” category for costs 

that do not fit neatly in the categories identified in §25.98(c)(4).  Oncor also requested clarification 

as to how TSPs should apply inflation and other cost variable changes to cost estimates made in 

previous years.  However, Oncor noted that this request is largely mitigated if its recommendation 
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for proposed §25.98(c)(2) is adopted because the cost information will be more accurate closer to 

the commencement of construction. 

 

OPUC recommended adding a qualifier to proposed §25.98(c)(4) to state that any costs that 

substantially deviate from the initial cost without justification and documentation will be deemed 

unrecoverable.   

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt AEP’s recommendation to delete §25.98(d)(4), requiring 

TSPs to report on categories of costs associated with a PBRP project.  Reports on the cost 

categories identified in §25.98(d)(4) provide the public and the commission with 

transparency on the general underlying cause for cost escalations, if any, related to a PBRP 

project.  The commission also declines to adopt AEP’s alternative recommendation to 

require reporting of baselines and current total costs spent to date consistent with reporting 

requirements for the CREZ program.  A review of the commission orders in Docket 

Nos. 35665 and 37902 and the reports filed in Project No. 37858 demonstrate that the TSPs 

involved in the buildout of CREZ did file cost estimates in the proposed cost categories.  For 

the same reasons, the commission declines to adopt LCRA’s recommendation to require a 

TSP report an overall project cost estimate, not broken down into the more granular cost 

categories proposed.  The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommended redline 

changes.  However, the commission agrees that clarity should be added and therefore 

modifies §25.98(d)(4) to state that the current cost estimates must be reported using the most 
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up-to-date information available during the reported quarter and the actual costs that must 

be reported are the costs incurred during the reported quarter.   

 

The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommendation to modify §25.98(d)(4)(F) 

to replace “the total to complete the PBRP project” with “the estimated total for the PBRP 

project” because the preceding §25.98(d)(4) already identifies that TSPs are required to 

report estimated and actual costs.  Additionally, CPS Energy’s recommendation would 

narrow the reporting requirement to estimated costs.   

 

The commission declines to adopt Oncor’s recommendation to add an “other” cost category.  

The cost categories in §25.98(d)(4) are consistent with the cost categories that must be 

reported in a CCN application.  Moreover, the compliance reporting portal will allow TSPs 

to provide additional information, as needed.  With respect to Oncor’s request for 

clarification as to how TSPs should apply inflation and other cost variable changes to cost 

estimates made in previous years, the commission notes that Oncor acknowledged that 

adoption of its recommended change to §25.98(d)(2) mitigates this concern.  Because the 

commission adopts Oncor’s recommended change to §25.98(d)(2), the requested clarification 

in §25.98(d)(4) is unnecessary.  Finally, the commission declines to adopt OPUC’s 

recommended change to §25.98(d)(4) because a robust regulatory framework already exists 

for evaluating costs placed into rates and therefore, it is not necessary to address in this 

rulemaking. 
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Implementation schedule 

AEP recommended modifying proposed §25.98(c)(5)(A) through (D) to eliminate the requirement 

to report milestone start dates.  AEP reasoned that eliminating this requirement would provide 

TSPs with the necessary flexibility to modify start dates, which are often contingent on certain 

factors and may need to be adaptable to fit the overall schedule of a project. 

 

OPUC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(c)(5) to require more detailed reporting related 

to delays so that adjustments can be made to project plans.  Specifically, OPUC recommended that 

TSPs be required to identify any known and/or anticipated delays, provide an explanation of 

delays, including supply-chain issues, and provide supporting documentation that explains the 

reason for delay.  In light of the magnitude of the PBRP, both in terms of scale and costs, OPUC 

also recommended that the rule require that the supporting documentation submitted by a TSP 

include: (1) an explanation indicating how the delay will or will not increase the total costs of the 

project, and (2) steps that the TSP will take to remedy or eliminate the identified delay to minimize 

an increased cost of the project. 

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt AEP’s recommendation to eliminate the requirement to 

report milestone start dates and OPUC’s recommendations to require more detailed 

reporting related to delays.  With respect to AEP’s recommendation, the requirement to 

report milestone start dates does not impede TSPs’ ability to modify start dates because the 

reporting requirements do not dictate how projects are managed.  Rather, the reported 

information is informative for the monitor overseeing completion of the PBRP.   
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With respect to OPUC’s recommendations, the additions are unnecessary.  This information 

is already functionally captured by other provisions of the rule.  For example, §25.98(d)(5) 

requires TSPs to report and update the estimated start and completion dates for five 

categories, including energization (identification of known or anticipated delays), §25.98(e) 

requires TSPs to report significant changes and a detailed explanation of the reason for the 

significant change (explanation of delays), and §25.98(f) requires TSPs to provide responsive 

information to the monitor or Commission Staff if additional explanation, including 

supporting documentation, is needed (supporting documentation).  Whether a delay will 

increase the total cost of the project will be reflected in the cost estimates that must be 

reported under §25.98(d)(4).   

 

Form 

Oncor requested clarification that the form described in proposed §25.98(c)(6) will require only 

the information listed in proposed §25.98(c)(3) through (5).  AEP recommended modifying 

proposed §25.98(c)(6) to require collaboration between TSPs and the commission on development 

of the form to ensure it is user-friendly and seamlessly integrates with other regularly scheduled 

deliverables.  Similarly, STEC recommended that a draft of the form be filed with sufficient time 

for TSPs to complete the form before the submission of quarterly progress reports. 

 

Commission Response 

The commission deletes proposed §25.98(c)(6) and instead incorporates the requirement for 

TSPs to submit the reports using the commission’s compliance reporting portal in §25.98(d).  
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The commission declines to adopt Oncor’s recommendation to clarify only the information 

listed in proposed §25.98(c)(3) through (5) because it is unnecessary.  Moreover, the 

information that must be reported under this rule is integrated into the compliance reporting 

portal.  To facilitate collaboration with stakeholders, Commission Staff opened Project No. 

57925, relating to Compliance Reporting Portal Updates, on April 4, 2025.  Project No. 57925 

is the appropriate forum to facilitate stakeholder feedback and address questions related to 

the compliance reporting portal.  To further support collaboration, Commission Staff also 

hosted a webinar to review the compliance reporting portal with stakeholders on May 9, 

2025, and has made the compliance reporting portal available for stakeholders to test 

beginning on May 9, 2025, more than 60 days before the first report must be submitted using 

the compliance reporting portal.  In light of these collaborative steps that have already taken 

place, the commission declines to adopt AEP’s recommendation to require collaboration 

between TSPs and the commission on development of the form.  Additionally, the 

commission notes that STEC’s recommendation has already been implemented. 

 

Cost impact assessment 

OPUC recommended adding a new proposed §25.98(c)(7) that requires TSPs to provide an 

assessment of the projected impact of a PBRP project on costs to consumers.  To show how costs 

will impact rates and ensure transparency for consumers, OPUC recommended that the assessment 

identify cost -savings implemented by the TSP to mitigate the impact of the project on consumers 

and/or how much each project will lower costs for consumers. 
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Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt OPUC’s recommendation to require TSPs to provide an 

assessment of the projected impact of a PBRP project on costs to consumers.  The 

requirement in §25.98(d)(4) for TSPs to report costs associated with categories comprising 

the total cost for a project provides transparency.  With respect to an assessment of how 

project costs will impact rates, such a cost-assessment by individual TSPs would require a 

number of assumptions that may introduce confusion instead of transparency.  For instance, 

as TSP commenters have related in this project, the route that is selected for a project in a 

CCN proceeding may impact costs and how the costs will be allocated among rate classes 

will not be known until: (1) a project is used and useful in providing service to the public and 

(2) the TSP seeks recovery of its costs in a rate proceeding.  To the extent that a TSP can 

identify cost-savings implemented to mitigate the impact of a project on consumers and/or 

how much each project will lower costs for consumers, the appropriate forum for reporting 

and evaluating the latter is in a CCN proceeding and the appropriate forum for reporting 

and evaluating the former is in a rate proceeding. 

 

Proposed §25.98(d) – Reporting significant changes 

Proposed §25.98(d) requires TSPs to report significant changes to information previously reported 

in a TSP’s initial implementation schedule for a PBRP project.  Proposed §25.98(d) requires a TSP 

to report a significant change within 10 days of becoming aware of the significant change and 

defines what constitutes a significant change to include a cost variance of more than 10 percent, a 

change of more than 60 days to the initial estimated date to complete a milestone, a delay to the 
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energization date of a PBRP project that is caused by the incomplete status of another PBRP 

project, and circumstances that pose a risk to the energization date of a PBRP project. 

 

TNMP recommended deleting proposed §25.98(d) because the additional requirement to file 

supplemental significant change reports within a 10-day window will impose a significant burden 

on TSPs with little or no marginal benefit given that changes in estimated costs or implementation 

dates will already be reflected in the quarterly progress reports required under proposed §25.98(c).  

Alternatively, TNMP recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d) to remove ambiguity and 

reduce the burden imposed on TSPs.  TNMP’s alternative recommendation is described in more 

detail below.   

 

CPS Energy, LCRA, and Oncor recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d) to impose a less 

subjective standard by requiring reporting after a TSP determines that a significant change is likely 

to occur (or has occurred) instead of when a TSP becomes aware of a significant change.   

 

AEP, CPS Energy, LCRA, and TNMP recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d) to increase 

the time to report a significant change.  AEP recommended increasing the time from 10 days to 30 

working days; CPS Energy recommended 30 days; LCRA recommended 15 business days; and 

TNMP recommended 20 working days if the commission does not delete proposed §25.98(d).  

 

Finally, CPS Energy recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d) to clarify that the list of 

circumstances constituting a significant change is exhaustive.  To achieve this, CPS Energy 
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recommended replacing “significant change includes” with “significant change means.”  CPS 

Energy also recommended other redline changes to make the rule flow better. 

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt TNMP’s primary recommendation to delete proposed 

§25.98(d).  The requirement to report significant changes as they are identified serves to 

provide the monitor with more timely information.   

 

The commission adopts CPS Energy, LCRA, and Oncor’s recommendation to require a 

more objective standard requiring that a TSP report a significant change to the monitor 

after the TSP determines that a significant change is likely to occur (or has occurred) instead 

of when a TSP becomes aware of a significant change.  The commission modifies §25.98(e) 

accordingly.   

 

The commission declines to adopt AEP, CPS Energy, and TNMP’s recommendations with 

respect to the timeline for reporting a significant change because of the importance of 

ensuring that the monitor has timely information related to significant changes.  However, 

the commission agrees that more than 10 days is warranted for a TSP to determine whether 

a significant change is likely to occur or has occurred and prepare a report with a detailed 

explanation of the significant change.  Therefore, the commission adopts LCRA’s 

recommendation to require reporting of a significant change within 15 working days and 

modifies §25.98(e) accordingly.   
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The commission adopts CPS Energy’s recommendation to clarify that the list of significant 

changes set forth in §25.98(e)(1) through (4) is exhaustive and modifies §25.98(e) accordingly.  

The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s stylistic redline changes.  

 

Cost variance 

AEP recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d)(1) to require reporting a cost variance of 15 

percent instead of 10 percent because it is possible for a cost increase in one area of project 

development to be balanced out by savings in another.  As an example, AEP observed that while 

there may be potential cost savings in right-of-way easement acquisition of a project, it is often 

best to wait until assessing construction bids before determining if total costs exceed a 10 percent 

delta threshold.  Oncor requested confirmation that proposed §25.98(d)(1) refers to a cost increase 

greater than 10 percent in a PBRP project’s total overall estimated cost at the Upgrade ID level 

and not increases at a more granular, line-item level, such as 10 percent in the right-of-way cost 

category even if the overall project does not experience a 10 percent increase.   

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt AEP’s recommendation to require variance reporting for 

costs that exceed 15 percent instead of 10 percent.  The 10 percent cost variance reporting 

requirement does not prevent TSPs from balancing cost increases in one category with 

savings in another cost category.  Rather, the reporting requirement is informative so that 

the monitor can identify trends across PBRP projects and keep the commission apprised of 

significant changes to a project in a timely manner.  If project costs exceed 10 percent of the 

initial estimate that is an important data point for the monitor to understand, particularly if 
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the increase is driven by supply chain issues.  Additionally, the 10 percent threshold is 

consistent with information that Commission Staff typically requests when evaluating 

project costs.  With respect to Oncor’s request for clarification, §25.98(e)(1) requires 

reporting an increase of more than 10 percent to the total cost estimate that was included in 

the TSP’s initial quarterly progress report.  For further clarification, the commission 

modifies §25.98(e)(1) to reflect that the increase to the cost estimate must be reported at the 

Upgrade ID level. 

 

Reporting a change of more than 60 days  

LCRA recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d)(2), relating to the requirement to report a 

change of more than 60 days from the initial estimated date to complete a milestone, to instead 

require reporting a change of more than 90 days to the energization date.  LCRA asserted that the 

rule incorrectly characterizes the shifting of any component schedule activity as “significant” when 

a shift in activities like engineering and design or procurement may have no bearing on whether 

the project will complete on time.  Oncor recommended changing the requirement to reporting a 

change of more than 90 days from the estimated date to complete a milestone in the TSP’s schedule 

provided in its most recent quarterly progress report.  First, Oncor noted that its intent to provide 

initial implementation schedules based on end of quarter dates combined with the rule’s 60-day 

standard would likely yield quite a few filings.  Secondly, Oncor noted that if a project’s schedule 

were to be permanently shifted by more than 60 days from the initial implementation schedule, 

then a TSP would be put in the unintended situation where any subsequent schedule shift—even 

of a single day—would again trigger the “significant change” reporting requirement because the 

rule refers to the initial implementation schedule even if it has already been reported to be outdated.  
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Finally, Oncor recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d)(2) to clarify whether the use of the 

term “milestone” in paragraph (d)(2) refers to the items specified in §25.98(b)(8) and/or 

§25.98(c)(5). 

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt LCRA’s recommendation to change the requirement from 

reporting a change of 60 days in the initial estimated date to complete a milestone to 

reporting a change of 90 days to the energization date.  A change of 60 days to complete a 

milestone may ultimately have an impact to the energization date and therefore is an 

important data point for the monitor to be aware of and closely monitor, particularly because 

delays in one project could have an impact to other projects.  Therefore, to ensure that the 

monitor has a timely and complete picture, reporting a change of 60 days to a project 

milestone is appropriate.  However, the commission modifies §25.98(e) to reflect that any 

significant change must be reported based on the information reported in the TSP’s first 

quarterly progress report instead of the information reported in the TSP’s initial 

implementation schedule.  This ensures that for all projects, including those projects that do 

not begin development for several years, the change must be reported based on more 

accurate information available closer in time to when construction begins.  Because delays 

beyond 60 days, even if only by one additional day, increasingly have the potential to impact 

other projects, the reporting requirement in §25.98(e)(2) should be based on a change of 

more than 60 days to the estimated dates provided in the first quarterly progress report 

instead of a change of 60 days to the estimated dates provided in the TSP’s previous quarterly 

progress report.  The commission agrees with Oncor’s recommendation that once a 
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significant change of 60 days has been reported, a TSP is not required to repeat its report of 

the significant change.  However, the commission modifies §25.98(e)(2) to specify that for a 

PBRP project that the TSP has previously reported a significant change of 60 days, the TSP 

is required to report an additional delay of more than 15 days from the adjusted estimated 

date reported under this provision. The commission adopts Oncor’s recommendation to 

clarify §25.98(e)(2) and modifies the paragraph to specify the milestones referred to are those 

that the TSP reported under §25.98(d)(5) in the TSP’s first quarterly progress report. 

 

Circumstances that pose a risk to the energization date 

Oncor recommended modifying proposed §25.98(d)(4) to clarify that new circumstances 

presenting a “material” risk to the energization of a PBRP project would trigger the reporting 

requirement. Specifically, Oncor recommended the commission define “material risk” as a 

“substantial likelihood that a project’s energization date may not occur or may be delayed by more 

than 30 days beyond the date included in the TSP’s most recent quarterly progress report.”   

 

Commission Response 

The commission modifies §25.98(e)(4) to incorporate Oncor’s recommendations but bases 

the reporting requirement on the information reported in the TSP’s first quarterly progress 

report instead of on the TSP’s most recent quarterly progress report for the reasons stated 

above, relating to reporting a change of more than 60 days to a milestone date.  Because an 

energization beyond 30 days, even if only by one additional day, increasingly has the 

potential to impact other projects, the reporting requirement in §25.98(e)(4) should be based 

on a change of more than 30 days to the estimated energization date provided in the first 
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quarterly progress report instead of a change of 30 days to the estimated energization date 

provided in the TSP’s previous quarterly progress report . 

 

Proposed §25.98(e) – Requests for additional information 

Under proposed §25.98(e), if a TSP receives a request for additional information from commission 

staff or the commission’s monitor, the TSP must provide the requested information within 10 

working days of receiving the request.  

 

CPS Energy recommended modifying proposed §25.98(e) to increase the time to respond to a 

request for information from 10 to 15 working days.  This additional time would allow a TSP to 

properly gather information and prepare a response to requests for information 

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommendation to increase the amount of 

time a TSP has to respond to requests for additional information from 10 to 15 days because 

it is unnecessary.  §25.98(f) allows a TSP to seek an extension to the deadline based on the 

specific request and time needed to gather and prepare responsive information.  The 

commission expects TSPs, commission staff, and the commission’s monitor to work together 

in good faith to ensure the commission receives accurate information in a timely fashion. 

 

Proposed §25.98(f) – Confidential information 

Proposed §25.98(f) sets forth the requirements for filing confidential information. 
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AEP and CPS Energy recommended modifying proposed §25.98(f) to remove the requirement to 

file redacted and unredacted copies of confidential information.  AEP reasoned that providing 

confidential information in a redacted format is unduly burdensome in terms of costs, time, and 

staffing resources.  CPS Energy based its recommendation on simplifying and clarifying the rule.  

Oncor and STEC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(f) to remove the requirement to file 

a memorandum prescribed by the commission that specifies the reasons and legal basis for 

submitting the information confidentially.  Oncor’s recommendation was based on aligning the 

language with common existing practice and the terms of standard protective orders commonly 

issued by the commission.  Similarly, STEC observed that the commission’s standard protective 

order to designate information as confidential and protected already requires that the legal basis 

supporting the protection of the information from disclosure be provided.  TNMP recommended 

clarifying whether the commission would adopt a protective order for use by all parties or if TSPs 

would submit their own proposed protective order.  CPS Energy recommended modifying 

proposed §25.98(f) to clarify what the phrase “upon signing a protective order” is intended to 

modify. 

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt AEP and CPS Energy’s recommendations.  State agencies 

are required to make information available to the public unless the information is made 

confidential by law.  Requiring submission of a redacted copy is both reasonable and justified 

in light of the commission’s obligations under state laws.  The commission declines to adopt 

Oncor and STEC’s recommendations because protective orders are specific to parties in a 

contested case proceeding.  However, the commission modifies §25.98(g) to clarify that 
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information submitted confidentially may be accessed by commission staff or the monitor 

upon signing a confidentiality agreement or as otherwise authorized by commission rule.  

 

Proposed §25.98(g) – Monitor  

Proposed §25.98(g) delegates authority to the executive director to contract with a third-party 

monitor and sets forth the monitor’s duties, including monitoring and reviewing the required 

reports under this rule; communicating with TSPs, as needed to fulfill the monitor’s 

responsibilities; requesting additional information, as needed; providing regular status updates to 

the commission; informing commission staff of a significant change to a PBRP project; and any 

other function deemed appropriate by the executive director or the executive director’s designee. 

 

Criteria to guide selection of a monitor 

Oncor recommended adding criteria to help guide the executive director’s choice of a PBRP 

monitor and specify that the monitor’s duties include communicating with TSPs as they reasonably 

request.  Specifically, Oncor recommended adding: (1) the monitor must have the qualifications 

needed to effectively carry out the monitoring functions prescribed by §25.98; (2) the monitor 

must be knowledgeable regarding the development and construction of electric transmission 

facilities; and (3) the monitor must be familiar with all commission rules and Texas statutes 

relating to the construction of electric transmission facilities and the PBRP. 

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to add criteria to the rule to guide the executive director’s selection 

of a PBRP monitor as recommended by Oncor.  The executive director routinely enters 
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contracts with third parties under delegated authority of the commission and does not 

require this type of guidance on criteria for choosing a monitor.  Moreover, the position of 

executive director is codified in PURA §12.103, and the selection of qualified contractors is 

consistent with the executive director’s statutory responsibilities over the operations and 

personnel of the commission.  

 

Introduction to the monitor’s duties 

To make proposed §25.98(g) grammatically correct, CPS Energy recommended modifying the last 

sentence of §25.98(g) to state “The monitor shall” instead of “The monitor’s duties include” and 

modifying proposed §25.98(g)(6) to state “perform any other function related to the 

implementation of this rule . . . .”   

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommended redline changes because the 

sentence is grammatically correct.  Moreover, CPS Energy’s recommendation would change 

the description of the monitor’s duties to a requirement imposed on the monitor.  The 

appropriate forum for imposing requirements on the monitor is the contract with the 

monitor.   

 

TSP review of contractual terms 

TNMP recommended adding language to proposed §25.98(g) that allows the TSPs to review the 

contractual terms for the monitor as well as any amendments to those terms since the monitor’s 

costs will be paid for by the TSPs.   
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Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt TNMP’s recommendation to allow TSPs to review the 

contractual terms for the monitor as well as any amendments to those terms because it is 

unnecessary.  The commission already makes its contracts publicly available on its website.  

To the extent that TNMP’s recommendation is intended to put TSPs in a position as a 

reviewing party to the contract, the commission notes that the executive director routinely 

enters into contractual arrangements on behalf of the commission as part of the executive 

director’s duties to oversee the operations and personnel of the commission in compliance 

with state procurement laws.  Moreover, a description of the monitor’s duties and 

responsibilities was provided in the proposed rule to allow TSPs an opportunity to provide 

feedback on the services that will be contracted for.  Further involvement of a regulated 

entity in the contractual process is neither necessary nor appropriate.  The Texas Legislature 

has provided a robust framework for contractual requirements with which a state agency 

must comply.  

 

Expansion of the monitor’s duties 

OPUC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(g) to expand the monitor’s duties to: (1) monitor 

project costs and schedules, ensuring costs and delays are properly mitigated with corrective action 

by the TSP; (2) conduct an annual review of each PBRP project, assessing the impact on consumers 

focusing on cost increases, project delays, and the effectiveness of mitigation measures taken by 

the TSP; and (3) work in conjunction with ERCOT to validate any loads the monitor or ERCOT 

believes are speculative.   
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Commission Response 

The commission declines to modify the rule to expand the monitor’s duties as recommended 

by OPUC.  The TSPs are best situated to manage their projects.  Moreover, processes already 

exist to evaluate the need for a project and TSPs’ project management decisions.  The need 

for projects will be evaluated in CCN proceedings and TSPs’ project management decisions 

will be evaluated in rate proceedings.   

 

Two-way communication 

Oncor recommended modifying proposed §25.98(g) to specify that the monitor’s duties include 

communicating with TSPs as they reasonably request.   

 

Commission Response  

The commission agrees that two-way communication between the monitor and TSPs is 

essential.  However, the commission declines to adopt Oncor’s recommendation to specify 

that the monitor’s duties include communicating with TSPs as they reasonably request 

because it is not necessary.  Section 25.98(h)(2) already states that the monitor’s duties 

include communicating with TSPs as needed to fulfill the monitor’s responsibilities.  This 

includes communications initiated by a TSP.   

 

Requests for additional information 

STEC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(g)(3) to clarify that the monitor is only allowed 

to request additional information directly related to a TSP’s designated PBRP project, and only if 
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such information is necessary for the monitor to meet its obligations under the proposed rule.  

Alternatively, STEC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(g)(3) to expressly identify and list 

specific and limited types of information that may be requested by commission staff and/or the 

commission’s monitor under proposed §25.98(g).   

 

Commission Response 

The commission adopts STEC’s primary recommendation to clarify that the monitor is only 

allowed to request additional information directly related to a TSP’s designated PBRP 

project and modifies §25.98(h)(3) accordingly.   

 

Other functions deemed appropriate by the Executive Director 

STEC recommended deleting proposed §25.98(g)(6).  Alternatively, STEC recommended limiting 

the actions of the monitor to its review of the progress of the PBRP projects.   

 

Commission Response 

The commission adopts STEC’s recommendation to modify §25.98(h)(6) such that the 

monitor’s duties include any other function deemed appropriate by the executive director or 

designee to oversee the completion of the PBRP.   

 

Proposed §25.98(h) – Monitor cost assignment and apportionment 

Proposed §25.98(h) relates to payment of the monitor’s costs and apportionment of those costs. 
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TNMP recommended modifying proposed §25.98(h) to allow TSPs to review and correct any costs 

assigned or invoiced to that TSP.  

 

LCRA and TPPA urged the commission to ensure that a transparent and collaborative process is 

used to develop a clear methodology for apportioning costs and to ensure the costs of the monitor 

can be verified by those paying for the monitor. 

 

OPUC recommended modifying proposed §25.98(h)(2) through (3) to require that the monitor’s 

costs be apportioned based on the level of demand for the transmission expansion across customer 

classes and to authorize TSPs to seek recovery on the amounts paid for the monitor only if such 

costs are found to be just and reasonable and apportioned relative to the level of causation for 

transmission expansion.  OPUC reasoned that it would be fundamentally unfair for residential and 

small commercial consumers to bear the cost of a large-scale transmission buildout to support 

these operations given that they are not the impetus behind the transmission buildout and 

associated costs, nor do they share the same mechanisms to limit their exposure to costs. 

 

CPS Energy recommended modifying proposed §25.98(h)(3) to state the amounts paid by a TSP 

are recoverable instead of stating that TSPs may seek recovery of the amounts paid.  CPS Energy 

did not explain the basis for its recommendation.   

 

Commission Response 

The commission declines to adopt TNMP’s recommendation to allow TSPs to review and 

correct invoiced costs assigned to the TSP.  However, the commission modifies §25.98(i) in 
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response to TNMP, LCRA, and TPPA’s comments to increase transparency related to the 

assignment and apportionment of monitor costs.  The commission declines to adopt OPUC’s 

recommendation to apportion costs based on the level of demand for the transmission 

expansion across customer classes and to limit cost recovery to costs found to be just and 

reasonable and apportioned relative to the level of causation for transmission expansion 

because the modification is unnecessary.  Costs passed on to consumers will be evaluated and 

allocated among TSPs’ rate classes based on evidence presented in a rate proceeding.  The 

commission declines to adopt CPS Energy’s recommended redline changes to replace 

authorization for TSPs to seek recovery of the amounts paid with a statement that the 

amounts paid by a TSP are recoverable because the redline changes are unnecessary. 

 

In adopting this section, the commission makes other minor modifications for the purpose of 

clarifying its intent. 

 

This section is adopted under the following provisions of PURA: §14.001, which grants the 

commission the general power to regulate and supervise the business of each public utility within 

its jurisdiction and to do anything specifically designated or implied by this title that is necessary 

and convenient to the exercise of that power and jurisdiction; §14.002, which authorizes the 

commission to adopt and enforce rules reasonably required in the exercise of its powers and 

jurisdiction; §14.003, which authorizes the commission to require a public utility to report to the 

commission information relating to the utility, establish the form for a report, and determine the 

time and frequency for a report; §14.151, which authorizes the commission to prescribe any form, 

record, and memorandum to be kept by a public utility, including a municipally owned utility, that 
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the commission considers necessary to carry out Title II, Texas Utilities Code; §39.166, which 

requires the commission to develop a plan to implement each reliability plan adopted under 

§39.166(a); and §39.167, which requires the commission to direct the Electric Reliability Council 

of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT) to develop a reliability plan under PURA §39.166 for the Permian Basin 

region.    

 

Cross Reference to Statutes: Public Utility Regulatory Act §§14.001; 14.002; 14.003; 14.151; 

39.166; and 39.167. 
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§25.98. Permian Basin Reliability Plan Reporting Requirements and Monitor.  

(a) Purpose.  This section sets forth the requirements for a transmission service provider 

(TSP) to report information to the commission using the commission’s compliance 

reporting portal and establishes the duties of the commission’s monitor to oversee the 

completion of the PBRP.   

 

(b) Applicability.  This section applies to a TSP that is responsible for the ownership, 

construction, and operation of a Permian Basin Reliability Plan (PBRP) project.  The 

requirements in this section apply to PBRP projects at the Upgrade ID level and are in 

addition to the reporting requirements set forth in §25.83 of this title (relating to 

Transmission Construction Reports).  A PBRP project means:  

(1)  a common local project approved by the commission’s order issued on 

October 7, 2024, in Project No. 55718, relating to Reliability Plan for the Permian 

Basin Under PURA §39.167, or  

(2)  an import path approved by the commission’s second order issued on April 24, 

2025, in Project No. 55718.   

 

(c) Initial implementation schedule requirements.  Using the commission’s compliance 

reporting portal, the TSP must file an initial implementation schedule by July 15, 2025 or 

30 days after a commission order identifying a TSP as responsible for the ownership, 

construction, and operation of a PBRP project, whichever is later.  The implementation 

schedule must identify the following information:  

(1) name of the PBRP project;  
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(2) PBRP project ID, as identified in the ERCOT Permian Basin Reliability Plan Study 

Report;  

(3) upgrade ID;  

(4) transmission upgrade;  

(5) voltage;  

(6) facilities;  

(7) counties affected;  

(8) the initial estimated start and completion dates for each of the following milestones, 

as applicable:  

(A) CCN application,  

(B) right-of-way and land acquisition,  

(C) engineering and design,  

(D) materials and equipment procurement, and  

(E) construction of facilities; and  

(9) the initial estimated energization date of the PBRP project.  

  

(d) Quarterly progress report requirements.  The first of January, April, July, and October 

is the start of a new quarter.  Using the commission’s compliance reporting portal, the TSP 

must file, by the fifteenth day of each new quarter, a report with the commission in 

accordance with this subsection, detailing each PBRP project’s progress during the 

previous quarter, through energization of the PBRP project.     

(1) PBRP projects that require a certificate of convenience and necessity (CCN).  

For each PBRP project that requires a CCN, a TSP must file a quarterly progress 
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report with the commission beginning the fifteenth day of a new quarter following 

the date of a commission order approving the TSP’s CCN application for the PBRP 

project and quarterly thereafter.    

(2) PBRP projects that do not require a CCN.  For each PBRP project that does not 

require a CCN, a TSP must file a quarterly progress report with the commission six 

months before construction is scheduled to begin and on a quarterly basis 

thereafter.     

(3) PBRP project description and summary.  For each PBRP project, a TSP must 

provide a description and summary of the PBRP project in its quarterly progress 

report that identifies the following, as applicable:  

(A) name of the PBRP project;  

(B) assigned docket number that is associated with the TSP’s CCN application 

for the PBRP project;  

(C) PBRP project ID, as identified in the ERCOT Permian Basin Reliability 

Plan Study Report;  

(D) upgrade ID;  

(E) transmission upgrade;  

(F) voltage;  

(G) facilities;  

(H) counties affected;  

(I) a brief summary of the PBRP project progress to date;  

(J) the estimated percentage of engineering and design that is complete to date;  

(K) the estimated percentage of procurement that is complete to date; and 
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(L) the estimated percentage of construction that is complete to date.  

(4) Costs.  For each PBRP project, a TSP must identify in its quarterly progress report 

current cost estimates using the most up-to-date information available during the 

reported quarter and actual costs incurred during the reported quarter for each of 

the following, as applicable:  

(A) CCN acquisition;  

(B) right-of-way and land acquisition;   

(C) engineering and design;  

(D) material and equipment procurement;   

(E) construction of facilities; and  

(F) the total to complete the PBRP project.  

(5) Implementation schedule.  For each PBRP project, a TSP must identify in its 

quarterly progress report estimated dates, using the most up-to-date information 

available, and actual dates for each of the following milestones, as applicable:  

(A) start and completion of right-of-way and land acquisition;   

(B) start and completion of engineering and design;  

(C) start and completion of materials and equipment procurement;   

(D) start and completion of construction of facilities; and  

(E) PBRP project energization.  

  

 (e) Reporting significant changes.  Fifteen working days after a TSP determines that a 

significant change to the information provided in the TSP’s first quarterly progress report 

for a PBRP project is likely to occur or has occurred, the TSP must provide a detailed 
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explanation of the reasons for the significant change and report that information to the 

commission’s monitor in writing.  A significant change means:    

(1) an increase of more than 10 percent to the total cost estimate at the Upgrade ID 

level;  

(2) an initial change of more than 60 days to the estimated date to complete a milestone 

under subsection (d)(5) of this section or for a project that the TSP has previously 

reported a significant change of more than 60 days, an additional change of more 

than 15 days from an adjusted estimated date reported under this paragraph;     

(3) a delay to the TSP’s energization date of a PBRP project that is caused by the 

incomplete status of another PBRP project; or  

(4) new circumstances that pose a material risk to the energization date of a PBRP 

project, such that there is a substantial likelihood that a project’s energization date 

will not occur or will be delayed by more than 30 days.   

  

(f) Requests for additional information.  Within 10 working days of receiving a request 

from commission staff or the commission’s monitor for additional information relating to 

the progress or implementation of a PBRP project, a TSP must provide responsive 

information to the requestor, including applicable supporting documentation.  A TSP may 

seek, and the requestor may agree to, an extension to the deadline for a TSP to provide 

responsive information.  

  

(g) Confidential information.    Information that is submitted confidentially must be included 

in a redacted and unredacted form.  The redacted form must be redacted only to the 
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minimum extent necessary to ensure confidentiality.  The unredacted form must include a 

memorandum prescribed by the commission that specifies the reasons and legal basis for 

submitting the information confidentially.  Information submitted confidentially may be 

accessed by commission staff or the monitor upon signing a confidentiality agreement or 

as otherwise authorized by applicable commission rules.    

  

(h) Monitor.  The commission delegates authority to the executive director to award, negotiate 

pricing and performance requirements, and execute and administer a contract for a third-

party monitor for the PBRP.  Before commencing its duties, the monitor must sign a 

confidentiality agreement o access confidential information submitted by a TSP under this 

section.  The monitor’s duties include:  

(1) monitoring and reviewing the reports that TSPs are required to file under this 

section;  

(2) communicating with TSPs as needed to fulfill the monitor’s responsibilities under 

this section;  

(3) requesting additional information directly related to a TSP’s designated PBRP 

project, as needed;  

(4) providing regular status updates to the commission;  

(5) informing commission staff of a significant change to a PBRP project; and  

(6) any other function deemed appropriate by the executive director or the executive 

director’s designee to oversee completion of the PBRP.  

 

(i) Monitor cost assignment and apportionment.  A TSP identified through a commission 

order as responsible for the ownership, construction, and operation of a PBRP project must 
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pay the invoiced costs approved by the executive director or the executive director’s 

designee for the monitor.    

(1) The funding of the monitor must be sufficient to ensure the selection of a monitor 

in accordance with the scope and activities set forth in subsection (h) of this 

section.  

(2) The executive director or executive director’s designee will determine a monthly 

cost to invoice each TSP based on the factors that include: 

(A) the total number of PBRP projects; 

(B) the total number of PBRP projects that each TSP is responsible for owning, 

constructing, and operating; and 

(C) the monthly costs of the monitor to perform the duties described in 

subsection (h) of this section. 

(3) A TSP may seek recovery of the amounts paid under this paragraph as part of the 

overall PBRP project costs.  

(j) Agency record.  Notwithstanding any other commission rule, the official agency record 

for filings under this section is the compliance reporting portal. 

 



 
 

 
 This agency hereby certifies that the rule, as adopted, has been reviewed by legal counsel 

and found to be a valid exercise of the agency's legal authority.  It is therefore ordered by the Public 

Utility Commission of Texas that §25.98 relating to Permian Basin Reliability Plan Reporting 

Requirements and Monitor is hereby adopted with changes to the text as proposed. 

 
 

Signed at Austin, Texas the _____ day of JUNE 2025. 
 
     PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS 
 
 
     ________________________________________________ 
     THOMAS J. GLEESON, CHAIRMAN 
 
 
     ________________________________________________ 
     KATHLEEN JACKSON, COMMISSIONER 
 
 
 
     ________________________________________________ 
     COURTNEY K. HJALTMAN, COMMISSIONER 
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