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Disclaimer & Legal Notice

This publication is the work product of Energy Compliance, Inc. and is provided for general 

information and educational purposes only. It does not constitute legal advice, regulatory guidance, 

or formal interpretation of any NERC Reliability Standard, FERC order, Department of Energy 

directive, or state commission rule.

This publication may not be used or cited as authority in any audit, enforcement, regulatory, or legal 

proceeding. The integration of large loads and data centers into the bulk power system is a domain 

of active rulemaking and accelerated standard development. Every factual assertion in this 

whitepaper was drawn from primary regulatory sources current as of the date of writing; readers 

should confirm the current status of every authority cited here before acting on it. Compliance with 

NERC Reliability Standards and applicable state and federal rules depends on facts unique to each 

registered entity, and the reader should consult qualified counsel and subject-matter experts when 

making compliance decisions.

Where a matter is proposed but not yet final, such as a registry criterion awaiting FERC approval or 

a standard awaiting Board adoption, it is described as such. Energy Compliance, Inc. does not 

represent that any proposed rule or pending order will be adopted in the form described, or at all.

NERC, FERC, the United States Department of Energy, the Public Utility Commission of Texas, 

ERCOT, PJM, and the names of Regional Entities are referenced here for descriptive purposes only. 

Energy Compliance, Inc. is not affiliated with, sponsored by, or endorsed by any of them. Energy 

Compliance, Inc. assumes no responsibility or liability for errors, omissions, or outcomes resulting 

from the use of this publication. Regulatory text is summarized and paraphrased; readers who need 

the operative language should consult the source document.
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Foreword

This reference is one of a series Energy Compliance, Inc. publishes for registered 

entities and the people who run their compliance programs. I have spent more than 

thirty years on every side of the bulk electric system. I have operated control centers as 

a Reliability Coordinator, Transmission Operator, and Power System Operator. I have 

audited grid facilities and signed off on findings as a senior compliance auditor. I have 

worked enforcement matters from inside the regulator’s process. For the last several 

years I have advised registered entities directly through the firm I founded.

The entities that handle reliability well share a common habit. They take the standards 

seriously without confusing them with reliability itself. They know that a NERC Reliability 

Standard is a floor, not a ceiling. They know that compliance is what an auditor 

evaluates, but reliability is what the system either delivers or does not. They prepare for 

audits by building programs that survive real questions.

Becoming a NERC-registered functional entity is not a paperwork event. It is the 

moment a facility crosses from being a participant in someone else's reliability obligation 

into being a holder of its own. Generators have lived inside that distinction for decades. 

NERC's computational load registration extends that discipline to a population of 

facilities that has never carried it. This third book in the series examines what the 

registration requires, why the registry criteria were drawn where they were, and how the 

machinery that produces and revises those criteria works. I wrote it in June 2026 around 
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NERC's Computational Load Entity proposal. NERC has since replaced that proposal, 

and this October 2026 edition says so wherever it matters.

These references are written for the compliance manager who wants to understand the 

system, not just memorize requirements. For the counsel who has to brief a board on 

what the next eighteen months of large-load regulation will require. For the planner or 

operator being told their system has a new kind of load. And for the data center owner 

who has been told their facility may now be a registered entity, and wants to know what 

that means.

These references are not marketing material dressed as content. They are the product 

of three decades of doing this work and watching it succeed and fail. I have written them 

in the voice I use in a control room or in front of a Regional Entity audit team: direct, 

evidence-grounded, honest about what the standards do and do not require.

Energy Compliance, Inc. exists because most of the consulting offered to registered 

entities today is structured for billable hours rather than for outcomes. Every 

engagement is overseen by a senior practitioner. We automate the work that should be 

automated and apply senior judgment to the work that requires it. If that approach 

matches what you are looking for, the back of this reference tells you how to reach us.

If not, the reference still belongs to you. Take what is useful. Apply it well. And 

remember the only test that ultimately matters: when the system needs to perform, does 

it?

Rob Smith, Founder and Principal, Energy Compliance, Inc.

Bloomington, Minnesota
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How to Use This Reference

This whitepaper is the third of five in the Energy Compliance Large Load and Data 

Center Series, with an October 2026 update, EC-WP-1005, that carries the current 

status of the registration and the standards. EC-WP-1000 established the grid layer. 

EC-WP-1001 traced NERC's response through alerts, technical white papers, a 

reliability guideline and the standards project. This book concentrates on the institutional 

machinery of registration: who becomes a registered computational load, how the 

determination is made, and what the registration carries with it.

The grid layer (EC-WP-1000)

What the demand shock is, why the existing planning and interconnection frameworks 

cannot absorb it, and how the federal and state interconnection regimes are being 

rebuilt in response.

The standards layer (EC-WP-1001)

NERC's Large Loads Action Plan, the Level 2 and Level 3 Alerts, the technical white 

papers, the reliability guideline, and the mandatory standards developed under Project 

2026-02.

The entity layer (EC-WP-1002)

The Computational Load Entity proposal and the three-part test it introduced, the Rules 

of Procedure machinery, the Computational Load Owner and Operator registration that 

replaced the proposal, and what becoming a NERC-registered functional entity actually 

requires.
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The owner layer (EC-WP-1003)

The data center owner's playbook under Texas Senate Bill 6: the interconnection 

trigger, the study-fee and site-control regime, the curtailment bargain, and the 

standalone-versus-co-located choice.

The operating layer (EC-WP-1004)

The compliance operating model for a registered computational load: internal controls, 

governance, evidence infrastructure, and the day-to-day disciplines that convert 

obligations into demonstrable compliance.

The 2026 update (EC-WP-1005)

The Board-approved Computational Load Owner and Operator registry criteria, the 50 

MW and 100 kV site test, what CLO-001-1, CLO-002-1 and CLO-003-1 require, and the 

compliance calendar. Where this book and EC-WP-1005 describe status differently, EC-

WP-1005 controls.

Every factual assertion in this reference is grounded in a primary source identified in the 

Sources and Authorities appendix. Where a regulatory matter was proposed or pending 

at the time of writing, it is described as such, and the reader is reminded to confirm 

current status before relying on it. Energy regulation in this area moves on monthly 

timescales. The status of a docket or a NERC project when you read this may differ 

from its status on October 17, 2026.
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Executive Summary

For the first time, the data center itself is being pulled inside the fence. Through most of the bulk 
power system's history, reliability obligations ran to generators, transmission owners, and the 
operators and planners who run the grid. They did not run to the customers drawing power from 
it.  NERC's  computational  load  registration  breaks  that  pattern.  It  makes  the  largest 
computational loads, meaning data centers, AI compute campuses and cryptocurrency facilities, 
registered entities in their own right, directly subject to mandatory Reliability Standards and the 
enforcement that backs them. This book is about who is captured, how registration happens, 
and what it obligates.

The first two books in this series set the context. EC-WP-1000 examined the grid-layer reliability 
problem and the federal interconnection framework, and EC-WP-1001 traced NERC's Large 
Loads Action Plan from white paper to alert to standards project. This third book takes up the 
entity  layer:  the registration determination that  decides which loads cross from unregulated 
customer  to  NERC-registered  entity.  It  is  the  hinge  of  the  series,  because  everything 
downstream, including the compliance program examined in  EC-WP-1004,  follows from the 
registration decision analyzed here.

The registration did  not  land where it  started.  In  April  2026 NERC proposed a single  new 
function,  the  Computational  Load  Entity,  with  a  three-part  test.  In  August  it  replaced  that 
proposal  with  two  functions,  the  Computational  Load  Owner  and  the  Computational  Load 
Operator, and a higher, site-based threshold. On October 8, 2026, the NERC Board approved 
the revised Rules of Procedure. FERC has directed NERC to file initial standards by December 
31,  2026,  and expects  the registry  criteria  by the same date.  This  edition keeps the June 
analysis of the April proposal, because the reasoning behind it explains the final criteria, and 
marks it as history.

Five findings frame the analysis

The  original  test  was  conjunctive  and  it  was  replaced.  As  proposed  in  April  2026,  a 
Computational Load Entity was one that contributed to an aggregate connected Load capability 
of 20 MW or greater, at a single point of interconnection to the Bulk Power System at 60 kV or 
greater, and that hosted 1 MW or more of Computational Load. The August revision, approved 
by the Board on October 8, captures the owner and the operator of a Computational Load Site 
with total connected Load of at least 50 MW, supplied through electrical equipment connected at 
100 kV or above, from one or more points of connection.

The character test moved from IT load to the site. The April proposal defined Computational  
Load  as  demand  from  information  technology  equipment  such  as  servers,  storage  and 
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networking hardware, and used a 1 MW IT-load prong to separate data centers from other 
industrial customers. The approved approach drops that prong. A Computational Load Site must 
instead  primarily  contain  information  technology  infrastructure,  and  NERC  has  said 
manufacturing facilities and large hospitals are not within scope.

Creating a registered function is a Rules of Procedure undertaking. NERC cannot announce a 
new obligation. It revised Appendix 2 (definitions), Appendix 5A (the registration and certification 
manual) and Appendix 5B (the Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria), took two rounds of 
public comment, and obtained Board approval. Under Section 1402 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the revisions do not take effect until FERC approves them.

Registration is the gateway to mandatory standards and FERC enforcement. A registered entity 
is subject to the Reliability Standards applicable to its function, the Compliance Monitoring and 
Enforcement  Program,  and  penalties  under  Section  215  of  the  Federal  Power  Act.  The 
standards for these entities, CLO-001-1, CLO-002-1 and CLO-003-1, passed their final ballot in 
October 2026 and await Board adoption and FERC approval.  NERC's implementation plans 
expect Computational Load Owners to be registered beginning in 2027.

Materiality  runs  through  everything.  Appendix  5B  directs  NERC  to  register  the  owners, 
operators  and  users  of  the  bulk  power  system  that  have  a  material  impact  on  it.  NERC 
grounded its  thresholds in  aggregate risk as well  as individual  size,  and it  retains room to 
register an entity below the criteria, exclude one above them, or limit an entity's obligations to a 
sub-set list of standards.

The practical message has not changed since June. Registration is not automatic, not optional 
for those who qualify, and not the end of the analysis. A facility that meets the criteria should 
expect to register and to carry the obligations of a registered entity. A facility near the thresholds 
should understand exactly where the lines fall and how materiality and the transfer mechanisms 
could  pull  it  in  or  leave  it  out.  This  book  draws  those  lines.  EC-WP-1005  maps  the  new 
standards requirement by requirement, and EC-WP-1004 covers the compliance program that 
follows registration.
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Chapter 1. A New Functional Entity

NERC registers  functions,  not  industries.  To  understand  why  a  data  center  is  becoming  a 
registered entity, you have to understand how NERC's framework decides who is covered at all. 
It does not regulate "the power industry" in the abstract. It registers organizations that perform 
defined functions on the bulk power system, such as Generator Owner, Transmission Operator 
and Balancing Authority, and applies to each the Reliability Standards relevant to that function. 
NERC first proposed one new function for computational loads, the Computational Load Entity. 
The Board approved two instead, the Computational Load Owner and the Computational Load 
Operator. That framing explains both why a new category was needed and how it works.

1.1  Why a new category was necessary

Large computational loads did not fit  any existing registration. They are not generators, not 
transmission owners, and not the operators or planners of the system. They are end-users, 
customers, and customers have historically sat outside the registry. Yet the first two books in 
this series showed that these particular customers can destabilize the bulk power system when 
they connect or disconnect, in a way ordinary load does not. NERC faced a structural mismatch: 
an object capable of causing a reliability event, with no functional category through which to 
impose reliability obligations on it. The new registration resolves that mismatch by creating the 
missing category.

The proposal  grew out of  NERC's Large Loads Working Group, which began as the Large 
Loads Task Force in August 2024 and moved large loads from an emerging-risk topic to a 
sustained program. NERC's April  2026 technical reasoning supplied the rationale. Citing the 
working group's first white paper, it explained that certain large loads have a material impact on 
reliability for two reasons: the size and electrical behavior of individual facilities, and the sheer 
number of such facilities in aggregate. Power-electronic loads use software controls that let 
them change consumption rapidly, which produces load behavior planners and operators have 
not seen before. That two-part rationale, individual and aggregate, is why the registration is 
anchored to size thresholds and to the computational character of the site rather than to the 
bare fact of being a data center.

A new functional registration category is a substantial institutional event, and there is a recent 
precedent on the generation side. Appendix 5B, in Revision 8 effective June 27, 2024, carries 
Category 2 Generator Owner and Generator Operator registration for non-BES inverter-based 
resources of 20 MVA or more connected at 60 kV or above. The computational load registration 
follows that pattern, with one complication: the population being registered has not historically 
thought of itself as a reliability participant. Generators understood, when they connected, that 
they were entering a regulated reliability framework. Many data center owners did not. In my 
experience,  that  makes  the  registration  as  much  an  exercise  in  industry  education  as  in 
regulatory machinery.
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The materiality principle has a procedural counterpart, and it is worth getting right. Regional 
Entities run registration day to day: they review applications, request information and initiate 
registration of entities that should be on the registry. But a decision that turns on materiality, 
registering an entity below the criteria or excluding one above them, must be made by a NERC-
led  Registration  Review Panel  under  Section  III(D)  of  Appendix  5A.  That  decision  can  be 
appealed  to  the  Compliance  Committee  of  NERC's  Board  and  from  there  to  FERC.  The 
Regional Entities are still the first audience for how the criteria work in practice, and their early  
handling of computational load sites will shape how the criteria are read across the country. 
Entities anticipating registration should find out early how their Regional Entity is staffing the 
work.

1.2  The materiality principle

NERC's registration framework rests on a materiality principle. Appendix 5B states that NERC 
must identify the owners, operators and users of the bulk power system that have a material 
impact on it, and that any entity reasonably deemed material will be registered. That principle is 
the lens through which every registration question is answered. It is why the criteria are set high 
enough to capture loads large enough to matter, and it is why Appendix 5B allows an entity that 
falls below the criteria to be registered if it is shown to be material, and an entity that meets 
them to be excluded if it is shown not to be. Materiality, not a mechanical reading of a number, 
is the ultimate test.

This matters to a facility near the line. The registry criteria, examined in the next chapter, are the 
presumptive screen: meet them and you are a candidate for registration, miss them and you are 
presumptively out. The materiality backstop means a facility just under a threshold cannot treat 
the numbers as an absolute safe harbor, and a facility just over them is not without arguments in 
unusual circumstances. The numbers are where the analysis starts. Materiality is where close 
cases are resolved.

The principle is doing more work than its phrasing suggests. In the NERC framework, materiality 
distinguishes a facility whose behavior can affect reliable operation of the bulk power system 
from one whose behavior cannot. The test is structural. It does not turn on what the facility is 
called, what industry it belongs to, or whose business model it serves. It turns on the electrical  
question  of  whether  the  facility's  disturbance  behavior,  disconnection  characteristics  or 
operating characteristics can reach the bulk system in a way that matters. Appendix 5B lists 
factors for that assessment, including whether removal of an entity's Element would cause a 
reliability  issue  on  another  entity's  system  and  whether  operation  or  misoperation  of  its 
Protection Systems could  harm a Balancing Authority,  Generator  Operator  or  Transmission 
Operator.  For  computational  loads,  NERC's  incident  reviews  of  large  load  loss  events  in 
January 2025 and voltage-sensitive crypto load reductions in January 2026 put the materiality 
question on the record.

1.3  Risk-based registration

The computational load registration reflects a philosophy NERC has applied to registration for 
years: register entities and impose obligations in proportion to the reliability risk they present, 
rather than sweeping in every organization that nominally performs a function. Appendix 5B 
says it plainly. Registering every organization within the scope of "owner, operator, and user" 
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while  ignoring  its  impact  on  reliability  would  cost  more  than  the  reliability  it  buys.  That 
philosophy shows up in two features that recur throughout this book: specific thresholds that 
target the loads that matter, and NERC's ability to limit an entity's or a class's obligations to a 
sub-set list of Reliability Standards. A computational load does not inherit the standards written 
for a transmission operator. It is subject to the standards written for it, which Project 2026-02 
produced as CLO-001-1, CLO-002-1 and CLO-003-1.

Risk-based registration animates the criteria. A criterion that registered every load above a low 
nominal threshold would over-register, capturing facilities whose materiality to the bulk system is 
negligible. A criterion that registered only the largest, most visible loads would under-register 
and miss facilities whose aggregate effect is material. NERC's own record shows the tension. 
The April proposal set a low threshold expressly so that enough entities would be covered to 
address aggregate impact. After comments, NERC expanded its analysis to sites planned to be 
operational  by  the  end  of  2027 and concluded that  50  MW at  100  kV still  addressed the 
aggregate  risk  while  registering  fewer  entities.  Both  thresholds  were  attempts  to  find  the 
population where the reliability return on registration is highest.
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Chapter 2. The Registration Test

The threshold question has a precise answer, and that answer changed between June and 
October 2026. This chapter sets out the three-part test NERC proposed in April, the reasoning 
NERC gave for each prong, and the site-based test that replaced it. The April test is history, but 
its reasoning explains where the final lines fell.

2.1  The April 2026 proposal: three prongs

As proposed in April 2026, a Computational Load Entity was the end-user, or the entity that 
hosts end-users, that receives electric power for Computational Load, and that met all of the 
following:

 Aggregate connected Load capability of 20 MW or greater. The entity had to 
contribute to an aggregate connected Load capability at or above 20 MW. This was the 
size threshold.

 A single point of interconnection at 60 kV or greater. The aggregate had to be taken 
at a single point of interconnection to the Bulk Power System at 60 kV or higher. This 
was the connection threshold, aimed at loads connected at bulk-system voltages rather 
than loads embedded in the distribution system.

 Hosting 1 MW or more of Computational Load. The entity had to host at least 1 MW 
of Computational Load, defined as demand from information technology equipment such 
as servers, storage and networking hardware. This was the character threshold, the 
prong that separated a computational facility from any other large industrial customer.

Candidates had to meet all the criteria. NERC posted the proposal for a 45-day comment period 
from April 1 to May 15, 2026.

The 20 MW anchor matches the figure FERC uses to describe large loads in its large load 
interconnection docket, RM26-4, where large loads are described as generally greater than 20 
MW. It also mirrors the 20 MVA and 60 kV thresholds in Appendix 5B for Category 2 inverter-
based generators.  NERC's  technical  reasoning  tied  the  number  to  its  own record:  20  MW 
captured the vast majority of computational loads that posed risk, and the data NERC received 
through the Level 2 Alert supported it. In June I wrote that this alignment made the threshold 
likely to hold. It did not. Comments pushed NERC to re-examine the aggregate risk, and the 
number moved.

2.2  Why each prong was drawn where it was

NERC's  technical  reasoning  explained  each  prong.  The  20  MW floor  was  chosen  so  that 
enough entities would carry standards to address the aggregate impact of computational loads 
connecting to the system. The 60 kV floor ensured that the full set of 20 MW computational 
loads would be registered while leaving out loads connected to the distribution system. The 1 
MW computational-load prong was meant to keep out entities, such as industrial manufacturers, 
with only a de minimis amount of computational load, because their  electrical  behavior has 
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historically differed. A 50 MW steel mill  at 138 kV is large and bulk-connected, but it  is not 
computational. The third prong left it out.

Each prong carried a regulatory and a technical rationale, and the two are not identical. The 
voltage prong is a regulatory proxy for presence on the bulk power system. The size prong is a 
technical proxy for the contingency the system must plan against: a block of load large enough 
to  matter  on  disconnection.  The  character  prong  is  a  behavioral  proxy  for  what  makes 
computational load distinct: rapid, voltage-sensitive disconnection, protection logic governed by 
the load's own priorities rather than the system's, and similar response across many facilities 
with similar designs. Each prong on its own is an imperfect filter. Together they were designed 
to  catch  the  population  for  which  a  reliability  obligation  is  most  clearly  justified.  That  logic 
survived into the final criteria even though the numbers did not.

2.3  The August 2026 revision and Board approval

On August  19,  2026,  NERC posted  revised  criteria  for  a  30-day  comment  period  through 
September 18. The revision did more than raise a number. It changed the unit of analysis from 
an entity's IT load to a physical site, and it split one function into two. On October 8, 2026, the  
Board approved the Rules of Procedure revisions creating the Computational Load Owner and 
Computational Load Operator and their registry criteria. NERC has said it plans to file them with 
FERC.

As posted in August, Appendix 5B captures the Computational Load Owner, and separately the 
Computational Load Operator, of a Computational Load Site with a total connected Load greater 
than or equal to 50 MW that is supplied through electrical equipment connected at a voltage 
level greater than or equal to 100 kV from one or more points of connection. A Computational 
Load Site is one or more buildings, structures or installations at a single location that primarily 
contains  information  technology  infrastructure  used  for  software  applications  and  services, 
artificial  intelligence  training,  deployment  and  delivery,  cryptocurrency  mining,  or  other 
computational  activities  at  a  data  center,  and  that  is  supplied  through electrical  equipment 
connected to the Bulk Power System.

Element April 2026 proposal August 2026 revision (Board-approved 
October 8)

Registered function Computational Load Entity Computational Load Owner; Computational 
Load Operator

Size test Aggregate connected Load capability ≥ 20 
MW

Total connected Load ≥ 50 MW

Voltage test ≥ 60 kV ≥ 100 kV

Character test Hosts ≥ 1 MW of Computational Load Site primarily contains IT infrastructure

Connection Single point of interconnection One or more points of connection
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Sources: NERC, Computational Load Entity proposed Rules of Procedure revisions summary 
(April 1, 2026); Computational Loads proposed Rules of Procedure revisions summary (August 
19, 2026); Large Loads Action Plan Q3 2026 Update.

NERC's response to comments explains the changes. It raised the threshold to 50 MW after 
expanding its analysis to sites planned to be in service by the end of 2027, and noted that 50 
MW is generally aligned with some RTO and ISO large load definitions. It replaced "aggregate 
connected Load capability" with "total connected Load," meaning all the electrical equipment in 
the site, because commenters could not agree on how to measure capability. It added "supplied 
through electrical equipment" so the voltage test looks to the bulk-system connection serving 
the site, not the site's service voltage. And it replaced "single point of interconnection" with "one 
or more points of connection" to cover multiple interconnections, shared substations and co-
located generation. Two points remained open when this edition was finalized: whether the 
Board-approved text differs in any respect from the August posting, and the docket in which 
NERC will file it. EC-WP-1005 tracks both.

2.4  Worked scope examples

The examples I used in June read differently under the approved criteria. Measured against 
both tests:

 A 300 MW AI training campus interconnected at 230 kV met all three April prongs 
comfortably. It meets the August test just as comfortably.

 A 25 MW facility connected at 60 kV hosting 5 MW of servers met all three April prongs. 
It falls below both the 50 MW and the 100 kV thresholds of the August test and is outside 
the criteria, subject only to the materiality backstop.

 A 50 MW industrial load at 138 kV with no information technology load failed the April 
character prong. It fails the August site definition too, and NERC has stated that 
manufacturing facilities are not within scope.

 A data center whose load is split across several points of interconnection, none 
individually reaching the threshold, was a real line-drawing problem under the April 
"single point of interconnection" language. The August language counts total connected 
Load supplied from one or more points of connection, which largely answers the 
question. How specific multi-connection and co-located configurations are treated will be 
addressed in an ERO Registration Reference document NERC and the Regional Entities 
have said they will develop once the criteria are final, as they did for Category 1 and 
Category 2 Generator Owners and Operators.

The interesting cases still sit at the edges. A 75 MW site with its service delivered at 69 kV from 
a 138 kV transformation owned by the utility. A campus whose IT share grows until it primarily  
contains information technology infrastructure. A site whose connected Load crosses 50 MW in 
a later phase. The approved language answers some of these, and the Registration Reference 
document will  answer more. I expect the early determinations to set the precedent the later 
ones follow. Entities within reach of the criteria should assess each element of the test against 
the  facility's  actual  characteristics  before  any  Regional  Entity  engagement,  document  the 
analysis, and flag the points that depend on rules still being finalized. The next chapter turns to 
where the operative language lives.
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Chapter 3. The Rules of Procedure 
Machinery

A new obligation requires a change to the rulebook. NERC cannot create a registered-entity 
category by announcement. Its authority to register entities and apply Reliability Standards runs 
through its  Rules of  Procedure,  and adding computational  loads required revisions to three 
appendices.  That machinery is not  academic.  It  is  where the definitions are set,  where the 
obligations are anchored, and where an affected entity had a formal opportunity to shape the 
outcome.

3.1  The three appendices

To add the new functions, NERC revised three parts of its Rules of Procedure, each doing 
distinct work:

 Appendix 2, Definitions Used in the Rules of Procedure. The April proposal added 
"Computational Load" and "Computational Load Entity." The August revision replaced 
them with "Computational Load Site," "Computational Load Owner" and "Computational 
Load Operator." Definitions are foundational. The scope of the entire registration follows 
from how these terms are written.

 Appendix 5A, Organization Registration and Certification Manual. The procedural 
manual for how organizations register, how registration disputes go to a NERC-led 
Registration Review Panel, and how registration decisions are appealed. The revisions 
add the Computational Load Owner (CLO) and Computational Load Operator (CLOP) to 
the list of entities required to register.

 Appendix 5B, Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria. The criteria that determine 
who must register for each function, the materiality provisions, the sub-set list 
mechanism and the transfer-of-responsibility exclusion. The new thresholds live here, in 
Section III(c).

Read together, the three appendices show how the registration operates. Appendix 2 defines 
what a Computational Load Site is and who owns and operates it. Appendix 5B defines which 
owners and operators must register. Appendix 5A defines how registration happens and how a 
determination can be tested. The obligations themselves come from the standards that apply to 
the registered function.

The April comment period was the most consequential venue for substantive engagement, and 
the record proves it. NERC received 32 sets of comments from 44 commenters. Comments 
from data center operators, utilities, RTOs and trade groups changed the function, the size test, 
the voltage test, the character test and the connection language. Comments that raised specific 
technical concerns, supported by evidence of how the text would operate, moved the outcome. 
That is the lesson to carry into the next round.
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3.2  Alignment with the standards project

The Rules of Procedure revisions do not stand alone. NERC coordinated them with Project 
2026-02, the standards project examined in EC-WP-1001, so that the registry definitions and 
the applicability of the standards stay aligned. The project's Standard Authorization Request, 
dated February 20, 2026, set two goals: Glossary changes consistent with the registry criteria, 
and  a  Reliability  Standard  addressing  the  reliability  issues  of  integrating  these  loads.  It 
tentatively  defined "Computational  Load"  and "Computational  Load Entity"  for  the Glossary. 
When the registry criteria changed in August, the standards changed with them, and the CLO 
standards use the Computational Load Site, Owner and Operator terms.

Parallel  sequencing  is  how  registration  and  requirements  arrive  together.  If  registration 
produced a registered population before the standards existed, those entities would be subject 
only to standards of general applicability, which would understate what the registration is meant 
to capture. If the standards advanced without the registration, they would apply to an unsettled 
population and invite disputes about who is in. FERC's July 16, 2026 order in Docket No. RD26-
7-000 locked the two tracks together by directing NERC to file the standards by December 31, 
2026 and stating its expectation that the registry criteria would be filed by the same date.

3.3  The comment process was where the influence was

Both comment windows on the registry criteria have closed: April 1 to May 15, 2026 for the 
original proposal, and August 19 to September 18, 2026 for the revision. Comments went to 
ROPcomments@nerc.net.  Those  windows were  the  principal  points  at  which  a  prospective 
registrant or an industry coalition could influence where the thresholds landed and how the 
definitions were written. The entities that engaged helped shape the criteria they will live under. 
Those that sat out inherited the result.

The machinery has one more step. Section 1402 of the Rules of Procedure requires Board 
approval  after  notice  and  comment,  then  submission  to  the  Applicable  Governmental 
Authorities, and provides that no amendment is effective until those authorities approve it. The 
Board acted on October 8. FERC review is next, and a FERC proceeding on the filing will carry 
its own opportunity to be heard.

For our clients and prospective registrants, the practical takeaway is to treat these proceedings 
as live and consequential. Engagement is still available. Two Phase 2 Standard Authorization 
Requests, one on event reporting and model validation and one on load loss in planning and 
operations  studies,  are  open for  comment  through October  22,  2026.  A  separate  SAR on 
disturbance performance and ride-through is scheduled to go to the Reliability and Security 
Technical  Committee  on  October  20  and  the  Standards  Committee  on  October  21.  Early 
intervention works best. A technically credible comment on a SAR can shape the drafting team's 
framing  before  any  text  exists.  A  comment  on  a  draft  standard  can  reshape  specific 
requirements. After final adoption, the substantive drafting is over. Plan participation around the 
calendar, not around the moment a requirement becomes uncomfortable.
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Chapter 4. How Registration Actually 
Happens

Meeting the criteria and being registered are two different events. Once the criteria take effect, a 
facility that meets them does not simply receive a letter. NERC's registration framework runs 
through a defined process: an application through a central system, backstopped by NERC's 
and the Regional Entities' own obligation to identify and register entities, and bounded by an 
entity's right to challenge. That process tells a prospective registrant what it will be expected to 
do, and when.

4.1  Registration through CORES

Under Appendix 5A, entities begin registration by submitting an application to the Regional 
Entity of each Region where they perform or intend to perform the function, through an online 
application hosted by NERC. That application lives in the Centralized Organization Registration 
ERO System, CORES, in the ERO Portal.  Section 501 of  the Rules of  Procedure puts the 
burden on the bulk power system's owners,  operators and users to provide the information 
needed to complete registration and to keep it current. For a computational load, the obligation 
to come forward is, in the first instance, the entity's own. Once the criteria are effective and a 
site meets them, the expectation is that its owner and operator register rather than wait to be 
found.

That is a meaningful shift for organizations used to being customers. A data center developer 
deals with the grid as a purchaser of interconnection and energy service. Registration asks the 
same organization to step into the role of a regulated entity: to identify that it meets the criteria,  
enter CORES, and supply the registration information. The administrative act is modest. The 
conceptual shift is not.

The application is the front door, but it is not the whole house. In CORES the applicant enters 
corporate information, holding company and affiliates, compliance contacts, the functions it is 
registering  for  with  an  expected  date,  and  a  functional  mapping,  and  uploads  supporting 
documents. The Regional Entity reviews the submission and either approves it or sends it back 
for more information, NERC approves where applicable, and NERC sends the registration letter. 
Behind that procedure sits a substantive determination: the submission must be consistent with 
the functional definitions and registry criteria. For computational loads there is an added step. 
On October 8 the Board authorized expedited procedures under Section 1606 to develop a 
Section  1600  data  request  supporting  registration  of  Computational  Load  Owners  and 
Operators, pending FERC approval of the criteria. Expect that data request to be how NERC 
builds its first picture of who should register.

In my experience the materiality determination is a conversation more than a calculation. NERC 
has said Regional  Entity  staff  will  assist  candidates in assessing the voltage threshold and 
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connection configuration, and I expect the same pattern I have seen with other functions: a 
request for information, a technical review of the facility's electrical characteristics and operating 
posture, and an opportunity to register or explain why registration is not warranted. Entities that 
engage that process in good faith reach predictable outcomes, and entities that resist or delay 
find the conversation escalating in ways that are harder to manage. Assume the question will be 
asked and be ready to answer it.

Treat every exchange with the Regional Entity as part of the registration record. A submission 
that  is  internally  inconsistent,  or  that  the  Regional  Entity  finds  non-responsive  to  follow-up 
questions, can produce a registration record that complicates audits long after registration is 
complete.

4.2  NERC and the Regional Entities will also identify entities

Self-initiated registration is not the only path in. Appendix 5A provides that registration may also 
be initiated by a Regional Entity, NERC or an Applicable Governmental Authority, and Appendix 
5B states that if NERC or a Regional Entity encounters an organization that should be on the 
registry but is not, it is obligated to initiate action to add it, subject to the organization's right to  
challenge. Any entity may also recommend in writing, with supporting documentation, that an 
organization be added to or removed from the registry. A site that meets the criteria cannot 
avoid registration by not volunteering. The realistic planning assumption for an in-scope site is 
registration, one way or the other.

Appendix 5B adds a point that matters for timing. An entity placed on the registry after it should 
have been is not subject to a penalty for actions before registration, but it may be required to 
follow a Remedial Action Directive or Mitigation Plan to become compliant. Waiting to be found 
buys nothing.

What a registered computational load must do is no longer a forecast. The three standards that 
passed final ballot in October 2026 define the job. CLO-001-1 covers interconnection, studies 
and modeling data, including Model Verification documentation. CLO-002-1 covers operational 
data,  compliance  with  Operating  Instructions,  Interpersonal  Communication  and  three-part 
communication training, and is the only standard with obligations for the Computational Load 
Operator. CLO-003-1 covers sequence of event, fault and dynamic disturbance recording and 
protection  settings  coordination.  Ride-through,  event  reporting  and model  validation  against 
measured events are Phase 2 subjects. EC-WP-1005 walks through every requirement.

First-cycle  audits  of  these  entities  will,  in  my  view,  focus  on  program design  as  much  as 
substantive compliance, because the standards phase in over months and years after their 
effective date. Audit teams in early cycles will want to see how the program was designed, who 
owns it, what evidence it produces, and how the entity is preparing for the requirements still 
phasing in. Entities that arrive with a credible design complete the cycle in better standing than 
those that do not, whatever position they take on a specific requirement.

4.3  The right to challenge

Registration is not unilateral. Section 501 of the Rules of Procedure allows any organization 
placed  on  the  registry  to  challenge  its  placement.  Appendix  5A  routes  registration 
disagreements first to a NERC-led Registration Review Panel and then, on appeal within 21 

Energy Compliance, Inc.  ·  energycomplianceinc.com  ·  Page 18



EC-WP-1002  ·  The Computational Load Entity

days  of  the  NERC  determination,  to  the  Compliance  Committee  of  NERC's  Board.  The 
Compliance  Committee's  decision  is  final  unless  appealed  to  the  Applicable  Governmental 
Authority, FERC in the United States, within 21 days. The same framework lets a Regional 
Entity seek to register an entity below the criteria where it can show materiality, and lets an 
entity that meets the criteria seek exclusion where it can show it is not material. The criteria 
create a strong presumption, but a mis-fit  case in either direction has a defined channel. A 
facility with a real argument that it does not belong on the registry has recourse, and it should 
expect to carry the burden of proving it.

Disputes  over  registration  are  consequential  when  they  happen.  An  entity  considering  a 
challenge should weigh the merits and the strategy. A successful challenge creates a precedent 
that  may  influence  other  determinations.  An  unsuccessful  one  creates  a  record  that  can 
complicate the entity's ongoing relationship with its Regional Entity.

4.4  Timing relative to the standards

Registration  and obligation  are  sequenced,  and the  sequence is  now visible.  Appendix  5B 
provides that  compliance begins  at  the  later  of  inclusion on the  registry  and governmental 
approval of the standards applicable to the registered entity. Section 501 makes a registered 
entity  responsible  for  its  applicable standards from the time it  receives NERC's registration 
notice. The CLO implementation plans make each standard effective on the first day of the first 
calendar quarter after FERC's approving order takes effect, phase individual requirements in 
from three to thirty-six months after that date, and state that Computational Load Owners are 
expected to be registered beginning in 2027. The communications and Operating Instruction 
requirements of CLO-002-1 arrive at twelve months. The gap between registered and obligated 
is short by design, and preparation should not wait for FERC.

Entities  with  sites  in  more than one Region need to  plan for  coordination across Regional 
Entities. Appendix 5A requires a separate registration application to each Regional Entity where 
the  entity  operates,  with  NERC  coordinating  when  an  entity  registers  with  several.  Each 
Regional Entity runs its own audit program and has its own expectations. A multi-region entity 
should plan its program to accommodate regional differences while keeping enough internal 
consistency that it does not split into parallel sub-programs that drift apart.

Multi-region  entities  also  face  the  choice  between  centralized  compliance  leadership  and 
regional  staffing.  Both  work.  Centralized  compliance  produces  consistency,  puts  senior 
expertise  to  work  across  the  fleet,  and is  easier  to  govern.  Regional  staffing  builds  closer 
relationships with each Regional Entity and responds faster to regional differences. The right 
choice depends on the organization's structure, its tolerance for variation, and whether it has 
senior compliance leaders willing to work across regional lines.
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Chapter 5. What Registration 
Obligates

Registration is a gateway, and what lies beyond it is a different regulatory world. A registered 
entity is no longer merely a participant in the power system. It is subject to mandatory Reliability 
Standards, to the program that monitors and enforces them, and to the federal authority that 
backs them. This chapter sets out the shape of those obligations. Building and running the 
compliance program is the subject of EC-WP-1004. The purpose here is to make clear what 
registration commits an entity to.

5.1  Subject to mandatory Reliability Standards

The defining consequence of registration is that the entity becomes subject to the Reliability 
Standards applicable to its function. These are mandatory, enforceable requirements, unlike the 
alert  recommendations  and  guidelines  examined  earlier  in  this  series.  Section  215  of  the 
Federal Power Act requires all users, owners and operators of the bulk power system to comply 
with approved standards. NERC staff's recommended approach in the Project 2026-02 SAR 
was to address the most urgent issues in new, focused standards rather than reopen many 
existing standards at once, and to fold that work into existing standards in later phases. The 
drafting team produced three new standards plus conforming revisions FAC-001-5 and FAC-
002-5.  The  obligations  track  the  concerns  documented  throughout  the  action  plan: 
interconnection  requirements  and  studies,  modeling  data  and  verification,  operational  data, 
Operating Instructions and communications, disturbance recording and protection coordination.

Comparison  to  other  functional  registrations  clarifies  what  is  new.  Transmission  Owner 
registration tracks ownership of qualifying transmission elements. Generator Owner registration 
tracks ownership of qualifying generation. Distribution Provider registration turns on criteria such 
as serving more than 75 MW of peak Load directly connected to the BES. Each category is 
grounded in a defined role. The computational load registration follows the same pattern, and 
the August revision made it more familiar still by splitting owner from operator the way NERC 
has long split Generator Owner from Generator Operator. The novel element is the load-side 
framing. The registration machinery itself is familiar ground.

The first day as a registered computational load is not dramatically different from the day before, 
but  the posture is  permanently  different.  The facility  now carries evidence obligations,  self-
reporting obligations, audit-cycle expectations and a relationship with its Regional Entity that will 
run as long as the facility operates. The program disciplines that support those obligations, 
described in EC-WP-1004, should be in place before registration takes effect. Entities that wait 
until registration to design the program spend the first cycle on defense. Entities that design it in 
advance start the first cycle in good standing.
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Coordination with neighboring registered entities deserves early attention. A registered site does 
not  operate  in  isolation.  Its  disconnection  behavior  affects  the  Transmission  Operator  it 
connects to, the Balancing Authority for its area, and the Reliability Coordinator with wide-area 
responsibility.  The  CLO standards  make  much  of  that  coordination  mandatory:  CLO-001-1 
requires coordination on interconnection studies,  CLO-002-1 requires the operator to satisfy 
data  specifications  from  the  Transmission  Operator,  Balancing  Authority  and  Reliability 
Coordinator and to maintain Interpersonal Communication with the Transmission Operator and 
Balancing Authority, and CLO-003-1 requires protection settings coordination with the owners of 
electrically joined equipment. Put those relationships in writing, exercise them in advance, and 
keep them as part of the program's evidence.

5.2  The sub-set list: tailored, not total

A  computational  load  does  not  automatically  inherit  the  entire  body  of  NERC  Reliability 
Standards. Appendix 5B allows NERC to limit the obligations of a given entity, or a similarly 
situated class of entities, to a sub-set list of Reliability Standards, which may specify particular 
requirements. When NERC sets a sub-set list for a class, it posts the eligibility criteria and the 
list on its Registration and Certification page. Appendix 5A carries the same limit: a registered 
entity granted a sub-set list is responsible only for that list. In practice, the applicability sections 
of  the CLO standards already do much of  the tailoring by naming the Computational  Load 
Owner and Operator. An entity assessing its obligations should look at the standards that name 
its function, not the full standards body.

Coordination  with  the  Transmission  Owner  and  Transmission  Operator  at  the  point  of 
connection  is  where  those  standards  turn  operational.  Under  CLO-001-1  the  Transmission 
Owner documents interconnection requirements for Computational Load Sites, and the Planning 
Coordinator and Transmission Planners set the modeling data requirements the owner must 
meet.  Under  CLO-002-1  the  Transmission  Operator  issues  the  data  specification  and  the 
Operating Instructions the operator must follow. The site and those entities must agree on data-
sharing  protocols,  modeling  cases,  operating  procedures  and  real-time  communication 
channels. Document the agreements, exercise them, and update them as the facility changes. 
In my experience, a relationship built before the first event holds up better than one built during 
it.

Balancing Authority coordination follows the same logic one layer up. The Balancing Authority 
has area-wide responsibility, and a load that can move frequency on disconnection is part of its 
reliability picture. CLO-002-1 requires the Balancing Authority to maintain and distribute its own 
data  specification  and  to  maintain  Interpersonal  Communication  capability  with  each 
Computational Load Operator in its area. The flow of information should be designed so the 
Balancing Authority is never surprised by the site's behavior.

5.3  The Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program

Mandatory  standards  come  with  a  mandatory  compliance  regime.  Registered  entities  are 
subject to the Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program in Appendix 4C of the Rules of 
Procedure. Its compliance monitoring processes include compliance audits, self-certifications, 
spot checks, compliance investigations, self-reports, self-logging, periodic data submittals and 
complaints,  and  an  entity  found  in  noncompliance  must  mitigate  it.  Registration  means 
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accepting those obligations:  keeping evidence that  demonstrates compliance,  responding to 
data requests, self-reporting possible violations, and remediating them through mitigation plans. 
For an organization that has never operated inside this regime, the cultural and operational shift  
is significant. It is the reason EC-WP-1004 is devoted entirely to building and defending the 
program.

Reliability Coordinator coordination is the third layer. The Reliability Coordinator has the wide-
area view and the authority to prevent or mitigate emergencies that individual Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities cannot handle alone. CLO-002-1 requires the Reliability 
Coordinator to maintain and distribute a data specification for Computational Load Sites, and a 
Computational Load Operator must follow Operating Instructions from its Reliability Coordinator 
as  well  as  its  Transmission  Operator  and  Balancing  Authority.  For  most  sites,  day-to-day 
coordination will run through the Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority. Sites at the 
edge of  an  area,  or  whose disconnection  could  affect  neighboring  areas,  may  need direct 
engagement. Know where your site sits in the Reliability Coordinator's area and how data and 
instructions flow to and from it.

Event coordination is the stress test  for  these relationships.  An entity that  has documented 
protocols with its Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority, has exercised them in joint 
drills, and gives the responsible operators real-time visibility is positioned to coordinate during a 
disturbance. An entity without those preparations is not, and that is the outcome that produces 
post-event findings and the regulatory attention that follows them.

5.4  FERC enforcement risk

Behind NERC's enforcement sits the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Under Section 
215(e) of the Federal Power Act, NERC may impose penalties on a user, owner or operator of 
the bulk power system for violating an approved standard, subject to FERC review, and FERC 
may order compliance and impose penalties on its own motion. Registered entities face real 
financial  and reputational exposure, a category of risk most data center and cryptocurrency 
operators have never carried. That exposure is the strongest practical argument for engaging 
early, both in the remaining standards work and in building a compliant program before the 
obligations attach. Discovering the obligations through an enforcement action costs far more 
than preparing for them.

Documented coordination produces compliance value and operational value at once. A written 
agreement  with  the  Transmission  Operator,  Balancing  Authority  and  Reliability  Coordinator 
describes the data flows, modeling cases, operating procedures and communication channels 
the parties use. It is reviewed during audits, exercised during drills and invoked during events.  
Informal  arrangements  break  down when  they  are  needed  most:  during  events,  after  staff 
turnover, or when an auditor asks what the arrangement was.
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Chapter 6. Structuring Options and 
the Materiality Question

The  registration  question  is  not  always  a  simple  yes  or  no.  NERC's  framework  contains 
mechanisms that affect who actually carries the compliance obligation, how it is divided among 
related organizations, and whether a facility near the thresholds is pulled in or left out. For a 
sophisticated operator these are not loopholes. They are legitimate structuring and engagement 
options, and understanding them is part of understanding the registration.

6.1  Who registers: from end-user and host to owner and operator

The April proposal reached both the end-user that receives power for Computational Load and 
the entity that hosts end-users. NERC's technical reasoning explained that the host language 
was meant for scenarios where a data center hosts tenants and may be the more appropriate 
registrant.  Commenters asked who would register in a multi-tenant facility,  and whether the 
registrant should be the operator of the facility.  NERC agreed that two functions give more 
clarity.  The August  revision replaced the Computational  Load Entity  with the Computational 
Load  Owner,  the  entity  that  owns  and  maintains  a  Computational  Load  Site,  and  the 
Computational Load Operator, the entity that operates it, and removed the end-user and host 
language. In some circumstances one entity is both and registers for both functions.

That change matters for the increasingly common arrangements where one company owns a 
campus, another operates it, and tenants own the computing equipment inside. The registration 
follows ownership and operation of the site, not ownership of the servers. Where a developer 
owns  the  site  and  a  separate  company  runs  it,  expect  two  registrations  and  two  sets  of 
obligations, with the CLO-002-1 operating requirements falling on the operator. Operators of 
colocation  and  multi-tenant  facilities  should  settle  now  which  entity  will  register  for  which 
function, and paper it.

The inverter-based resource precedent is instructive. NERC has said that, as it did once the 
Category 1 and Category 2 Generator Owner and Operator criteria were approved, it and the 
Regional  Entities  will  develop  an  ERO  Registration  Reference  document  on  how  the 
computational  load  criteria  apply  to  specific  configurations.  My  expectation  from  the  IBR 
experience is that the first cycle of computational load audits will be careful, that the drafting 
community  will  revise  the  requirements  once  operational  experience  is  in  hand,  and  that 
program expectations will mature over the first several years.

6.2  Transferring and sharing the obligation

NERC's  rules  allow compliance  responsibility  to  be  divided  among related  entities  through 
formal  instruments.  Section  507  of  the  Rules  of  Procedure  provides  for  Joint  Registration 
Organizations, where one entity registers on behalf of others for specified functions. Section 508 
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provides  for  Coordinated  Functional  Registrations,  where  entities  divide  compliance 
responsibility for particular standards or requirements by written agreement. Appendix 5B adds 
an exclusion: an entity will  not be registered on the basis of the criteria if  responsibility for  
compliance has been transferred by written agreement to another entity that has registered for 
the appropriate function, including through bilateral agreements and Sections 501, 507 and 508. 
For computational loads embedded in larger corporate or contractual structures, such as an 
owner and an operator, a host and its tenants, or a load co-located with a generator, these 
instruments  decide  where  the  obligation  actually  lands.  Structure  them deliberately,  not  by 
default.

The co-located case deserves its own attention. CLO-001-1 and CLO-003-1 both name the 
Generator  Owner  in  their  applicability.  A  Generator  Owner  whose  Facility  carries  a 
Computational Load Site interconnection, or who owns the main power transformer serving a 
site, picks up obligations of its own. Project agreements for generation built to serve a data 
center  should allocate those duties with the standards in  view.  EC-WP-1005 covers this  in 
detail.

Program maturity follows a recognizable path. In my experience, the first audit cycle establishes 
the program, the second refines it based on what the first audit found, and the third stabilizes it 
in a form that can run without constant reinvestment. By the fourth or fifth cycle, compliance is 
part  of  how  the  facility  runs  rather  than  a  separate  workstream.  Entities  that  approach 
registration with that path in mind design programs that can mature. Entities that treat it as a 
project to finish find the program harder to sustain.

6.3  The materiality backstop, in both directions

The criteria are a presumption, not an absolute boundary. Appendix 5B allows an entity below 
the criteria to be registered if it is shown to have a material impact on reliability, and an entity 
that meets the criteria to be excluded if it is shown to NERC that it does not. Either decision 
must be made by the NERC-led Registration Review Panel. This cuts both ways. A facility just 
under a threshold cannot treat the numbers as a guaranteed safe harbor if its actual reliability  
impact is significant. A facility that nominally meets the criteria but presents no material risk has 
a basis to seek exclusion. The closer a facility sits to the thresholds, the more the analysis turns 
on the specific  facts,  and the more a rigorous,  documented assessment  of  its  actual  bulk-
system impact is worth.

Long-term governance of the registration will follow the pattern of other functional categories. 
Rules  of  Procedure  revisions  will  refine  the  criteria.  Standards  revisions  will  refine  the 
obligations, starting with the Phase 2 projects already in motion. Regional Entity practice will 
build up through audit results and the Registration Reference document. Over five to ten years, I 
expect  a  mature  category  with  clear  expectations  and  predictable  enforcement.  Entities 
registering now are registering during the formative period, and the posture they take, engaged 
or defensive, will shape both their own experience and how the category develops.

6.4  Size, risk, and the case for engagement

Underlying all of this is NERC's two-part view of risk: individual size and behavior on one hand, 
aggregate impact on the other. That view justified the thresholds, the materiality backstop and 
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the tailored standards, and it shapes how an entity should think about its own position. A site 
well above the thresholds has little to gain from contesting registration and much to gain from 
shaping the standards it  will  live under. A site near the thresholds has a genuine analytical 
question worth resolving carefully.  In both cases the rational posture is engagement:  in the 
remaining  comment  and  ballot  opportunities,  in  the  materiality  analysis,  and  in  structuring 
compliance responsibility.

Calendar  tracking is  the last  piece of  the institutional  picture.  NERC's  Reliability  Standards 
Under Development page shows which projects are active, what stage each has reached, and 
what  postings  and  ballots  are  coming.  Practitioners  following  the  computational  load  work 
should also follow the adjacent families, because the Phase 2 SARs already propose changes 
to TPL, FAC and IRO standards and model validation in the manner of MOD-026. Treat the 
standards calendar as one coordinated workstream.
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Chapter 7. Implications and What to 
Do Now

The registration decision sets everything else in motion. An organization that concludes it will be 
a Computational Load Owner or Operator has, in that moment, become a prospective regulated 
entity with a defined path ahead of it. The right response is not to wait for FERC to act, but to 
act on the visibility the process already provides.

7.1  Determine scope against the operative criteria

The first task is an honest, documented scope determination: does the site meet the 50 MW 
total connected Load and 100 kV tests, counting all points of connection, and does it primarily 
contain information technology infrastructure, measured against the operative Appendix 5B and 
Appendix 2 language rather than a paraphrase? For most large data centers the answer will be 
plainly  yes.  For  sites  near  a  threshold,  with  connected  Load  close  to  50  MW,  a  supply 
arrangement where the 100 kV question depends on who owns the transformation, a mixed-use 
campus, or a co-located generator, the determination requires care. Reduce it to a documented 
analysis the entity can stand behind and, if needed, use to support a registration position or a 
challenge. Then decide which legal entity registers as owner and which as operator. This is 
evidence-anchored scope work, and it is what disciplined compliance practice looks like.

7.2  Engage in the proceedings

Second, engage while the rules can still  move. The registry criteria have been through two 
comment rounds and Board approval, and a FERC proceeding will follow the filing. The Phase 1 
standards await Board adoption. The Phase 2 SARs on event reporting, model validation and 
load-loss studies are open for comment through October 22, 2026, and the ride-through SAR is 
moving through committee approval. An in-scope entity still has a direct, time-limited path to 
influence what comes next. Given the FERC enforcement exposure that registration carries, the 
cost of engagement is small against the cost of living under requirements shaped entirely by 
others.

Some habits are worth building. Read NERC postings regularly. Attend standards drafting and 
working group meetings when the subject touches your sites. Join the industry associations 
working  the  issue.  Build  relationships  with  the  Regional  Entity  staff  who  will  oversee  your 
registration. None of these is demanding on its own. Together they keep a compliance team 
ahead of the regulatory curve instead of behind it.

7.3  Prepare the structure and the program

Third, settle the structural and program questions before they become urgent. Decide how the 
compliance obligation will be allocated among owner, operator, host and tenant, and whether a 
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Joint Registration Organization, a Coordinated Functional Registration or a written transfer of 
responsibility  fits  the  ownership.  Secure  modeling  data  and  verification  rights  in  vendor 
contracts.  Decide who owns the main power transformer and the recording obligations that 
come with it. Staff and train a point of contact for Operating Instructions. Begin assembling the 
evidence and processes registration will  require, instead of waiting for the first audit or self-
certification to reveal the gaps. With CLO-002-1's communications requirements arriving twelve 
months after the effective date, the runway is short.

Texas owners carry a parallel state track. The Public Utility Commission of Texas adopted new 
16 TAC §25.194, Large Load Interconnection Standards, in Project No. 58481 by order filed 
September  18,  2026,  effective  October  8,  2026  according  to  the  Texas  Register 
acknowledgment in the project file. The rule implements Senate Bill 6 and, among other things, 
requires  a  large  load  customer  to  execute  an  intermediate  agreement,  make  specified 
disclosures and post  financial  security  of  $50,000 per  MW before it  can be included in  an 
ERCOT interconnection study. State interconnection obligations and NERC registration run on 
separate tracks, and a Texas site will likely face both.

7.4  The bridge to the rest of the series

This book has answered the entity-layer questions: who is captured, how registration happens, 
and what it obligates. It has not addressed the questions that follow a "yes" on registration. 
Those are covered in the remaining books:

 The owner layer (EC-WP-1003): the data center owner's playbook under Texas Senate 
Bill 6, the most developed state framework, and the co-location decision.

 The operating layer (EC-WP-1004): building, evidencing and defending the compliance 
program of a registered computational load, including controls, governance, evidence 
and audit defense.

 The 2026 update (EC-WP-1005): the approved criteria, CLO-001-1, CLO-002-1 and 
CLO-003-1 requirement by requirement, the Generator Owner's exposure and the 
compliance calendar.

The grid layer explained why these obligations exist. The standards layer explained how NERC 
creates  them.  This  entity  layer  determined who they  fall  on.  What  remains  is  the  work  of  
carrying them, and that is where the analysis becomes operational.
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Glossary of Terms

The  following  terms  are  used  throughout  this  whitepaper.  Definitions  are  summarized  for 
convenience; the operative definitions are those in the governing NERC Rules of Procedure and 
Reliability Standards.

Term Meaning in this paper

Aggregate Connected Load 
Capability

The size measure in the April 2026 Computational Load Entity proposal, which 
set the threshold at 20 MW or greater at a single point of interconnection. The 
August 2026 revision replaced it with total connected Load.

Appendix 2 (Rules of Procedure) The appendix containing definitions used in NERC's Rules of Procedure. The 
Board-approved revisions add Computational Load Site, Computational Load 
Owner and Computational Load Operator.

Appendix 5A (Rules of Procedure) The Organization Registration and Certification Manual, which governs how 
organizations register, the NERC-led Registration Review Panel, and registration 
appeals. The revisions add CLO and CLOP as entities required to register.

Appendix 5B (Rules of Procedure) The Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria, which sets the thresholds that 
determine who must register for each function, the materiality provisions, the 
sub-set list mechanism and the transfer exclusion. The computational load 
criteria are in Section III(c).

Compliance Monitoring and 
Enforcement Program (CMEP)

NERC's program, in Appendix 4C of the Rules of Procedure, for monitoring 
compliance through audits, self-certifications, spot checks, investigations, self-
reports, self-logging, periodic data submittals and complaints, and for 
enforcement and mitigation.

Computational Load In the April 2026 proposal, Load comprised of electric power demand from 
information technology equipment such as servers, storage and networking 
hardware. The August 2026 revision did not carry this term into the registry 
criteria.

Computational Load Entity (CLE) The single registered function NERC proposed in April 2026 for large 
computational loads. Superseded by the Computational Load Owner and 
Computational Load Operator.

Computational Load Operator 
(CLOP)

The entity that operates a Computational Load Site.

Computational Load Owner (CLO) The entity that owns and maintains a Computational Load Site.
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Term Meaning in this paper

Computational Load Site One or more buildings, structures or installations at a single location that 
primarily contains information technology infrastructure for software 
applications, artificial intelligence, cryptocurrency mining or other 
computational activities at a data center, supplied through electrical equipment 
connected to the Bulk Power System.

Coordinated Functional 
Registration (CFR)

A registration under Section 508 of the Rules of Procedure in which two or more 
entities divide compliance responsibility for particular standards or 
requirements by written agreement.

CORES The Centralized Organization Registration ERO System, the registration 
application in NERC's ERO Portal through which organizations apply to register.

ERO Registration Reference 
document

A document NERC and the Regional Entities have said they will develop to 
explain how the computational load criteria apply to specific configurations, as 
they did for Category 1 and Category 2 Generator Owners and Operators.

Joint Registration Organization 
(JRO)

A registration under Section 507 of the Rules of Procedure in which one entity 
registers on behalf of others for one or more functions.

Large Loads Working Group 
(LLWG)

The NERC Reliability and Security Technical Committee group, established as 
the Large Loads Task Force in August 2024, whose analysis underlies the Large 
Loads Action Plan and the registration and standards work.

Materiality The principle in Appendix 5B that NERC registers the owners, operators and 
users of the bulk power system that have a material impact on its reliability. 
Decisions to register below the criteria or exclude above them are made by a 
NERC-led Registration Review Panel.

Point of Connection The location where a facility is supplied from the bulk power system. The 
approved criteria count total connected Load supplied from one or more points 
of connection.

Project 2026-02 NERC's standards project for computational loads, which produced CLO-001-1, 
CLO-002-1 and CLO-003-1 and the conforming revisions FAC-001-5 and FAC-002-
5.

Registered Entity An organization listed on the NERC Compliance Registry for one or more 
functions, and therefore subject to the applicable Reliability Standards and the 
CMEP.

Registration Review Panel The NERC-led panel under Appendix 5A, Section III(D), that decides registration 
disputes, including materiality-based inclusion and exclusion.

Standard Authorization Request 
(SAR)

The request on which a NERC standards project is based. The Project 2026-02 
SAR is dated February 20, 2026.

Sub-Set List A limited list of Reliability Standards, which may specify particular 
requirements, that NERC may apply to a registered entity or a similarly situated 
class of entities under Appendix 5B.
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How Energy Compliance Can Help

This book ends where the work starts. If your site is within reach of 50 MW at 100 kV, three 
things need doing before NERC's registration outreach begins, and we do all three.

Registration. A  documented  scope  determination  against  the  operative  Appendix  5B  and 
Appendix 2 language, the owner-versus-operator decision, the CORES application, and, where 
the facts support it, a materiality position for the Registration Review Panel. The process for a 
computational load runs through the same Appendix 5A manual as every other function.

Compliance program management. The CLO standards arrive on a phased clock, and the 
communications and Operating Instruction requirements of CLO-002-1 land twelve months after 
the  effective  date.  We  build  the  program,  the  evidence  structure  and  the  coordination 
agreements with the Transmission Operator,  Balancing Authority  and Reliability  Coordinator 
before the first self-certification asks for them.

RSAW production and audit defense. When the first audit cycle comes, the entity that can put 
sourced evidence behind each requirement finishes in better standing. That is our core practice.

WattOps  Compliance is  EC's  NERC  compliance  evidence  platform,  at 
wattopscompliance.com. For a newly registered owner or operator it is where the evidence lives 
from day one. We will run one standard at one facility through WattOps at no cost so you can 
see how it fits; CIP standards are excluded from that offer.

RenewOps is EC's renewable operations monitoring and analytics platform, and it includes a 
Data Center module. Where a site's operations data has to reach the operator, the owner and 
the compliance program at the same time, that is the tool we bring.

Start with the scope determination. Send me the one-line, the connected Load figure and the 
ownership structure, and I will tell you where the site sits against the criteria.

Website:  energycomplianceinc.com  ·  Email:  rsmith@complianceforenergy.com  ·  Phone: 
763.438.4427
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About Energy Compliance, Inc.

Energy Compliance, Inc. is a regulatory compliance consultancy serving the energy 

sector, with a focus on NERC, FERC, and RTO/ISO compliance and a particular 

concentration in the Texas PUCT and RTO/ISO markets. The firm helps registered 

entities and prospective registrants through the full compliance lifecycle, from 

registration and program design through evidence development, RSAW production, 

mitigation, and audit defense. That range positions it directly to support organizations 

facing a computational load registration determination.

The firm's approach is built on a research-analyst-first discipline: every conclusion is 

tied to an authoritative source, every narrative is evidence-backed, and every 

deliverable is built to stand up to regulator scrutiny. That discipline extends to two 

platforms: WattOps Compliance, EC's NERC compliance evidence platform, and 

RenewOps, EC's renewable operations monitoring and analytics platform with a Data 

Center module.

This whitepaper is the third in the Energy Compliance Large Load and Data Center 

Series, a multi-volume analysis of how the integration of data centers and other large 

computational loads is reshaping bulk-power-system reliability and the compliance 
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registry criteria, visit energycomplianceinc.com.

Website: energycomplianceinc.com · Email: rsmith@complianceforenergy.com · Phone: 

763.438.4427
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Sources and Authorities

All  sources  were  accessed  October  17,  2026.  The  registry  criteria  described  here  were 
approved  by  the  NERC  Board  on  October  8,  2026  and  await  FERC  approval;  the  CLO 
standards passed final ballot in October 2026 and await Board adoption and FERC approval. 
Confirm current status before relying on either.

Statutes and FERC

 Federal Power Act Section 215, 16 U.S.C. § 824o, subsections (b)(1) (compliance by 
users, owners and operators) and (e) (penalties). 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/824o

 FERC, Order Directing the North American Electric Reliability Corporation to File 
Reliability Standard(s) Pertaining to Computational Load Integration, 196 FERC ¶ 
61,031, Docket No. RD26-7-000 (July 16, 2026). 
https://www.ferc.gov/sites/default/files/2026-07/RD26-7-000.pdf

 NERC, summary of the FERC order on computational loads (Large Loads Action 
Plan page). https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/initiatives/large-loads-action-plan/
ferc-order-on-computational-loads.pdf

 FERC, Interconnection of Large Loads to the Interstate Transmission System, 
Docket No. RM26-4-000, docket page (large loads described as generally greater 
than 20 MW). https://www.ferc.gov/RM26-4

NERC: Rules of Procedure and registration

 NERC, Rules of Procedure, effective November 28, 2023, Sections 501, 507, 508, 
1402 and 1606. 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-procedure/nerc-rop.pdf

 NERC, Rules of Procedure Appendix 5A, Organization Registration and Certification 
Manual, effective June 27, 2024, Sections III(A), III(D) and VI. 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-procedure/appendix-5a.pdf

 NERC, Rules of Procedure Appendix 5B, Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria, 
Revision 8, effective June 27, 2024 (principles, Category 2 GO/GOP, transfer 
exclusion, Section V, Determination of Material Impact, sub-set list). 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-procedure/appendix-5b.pdf

 NERC, Rules of Procedure Appendix 4C, Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement 
Program, effective May 19, 2022, Section 4.0. 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-procedure/appendix-4c.pdf
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 NERC, Proposed Changes to Rules of Procedure web page (April and August 2026 
postings). https://www.nerc.com/who-we-are/rules-of-procedure/proposed-changes-
to-rules-of-procedure

 NERC, Computational Load Entity, Proposed Rules of Procedure Revisions 
Summary (April 1, 2026). https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-
procedure/proposed/computational-load-entity-summary-of-changes-april-2026-
posting.pdf

 NERC, Technical Reasoning, Proposed Computational Load Entity (April 2, 2026). 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-procedure/proposed/cle-
technical-reasoning-april-2026-posting.pdf

 NERC, Computational Loads, Proposed Rules of Procedure Revisions Summary 
(August 19, 2026). https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-
procedure/proposed/computational-load-owner-or-operator-summary-of-changes-
august-2026-posting.pdf

 NERC, Proposed Appendix 5B, clean, August 2026 posting (Revision 9, Section 
III(c)). https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-procedure/proposed/
appendix-5b-clean---august-2026-posting.pdf

 NERC, Consideration of Comments, Rules of Procedure Revisions to Appendices 2, 
5A and 5B (August 2026). https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/rules-of-
procedure/proposed/response-to-comments-document-for-august-posting.pdf

 Texas Reliability Entity, Submitting a New Registration Request in CORES. 
https://texasre.org/Documents/Registration/Submitting%20a%20New
%20Registration%20Request%20in%20CORES.pdf

NERC: Large Loads Action Plan and Project 2026-02

 NERC, Large Loads Action Plan Q3 2026 Update (Board approval October 8, 2026; 
Section 1606 authorization; SAR schedule). 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/initiatives/large-loads-action-plan/llap-quarterly-
update-q3-2026.pdf

 NERC, Large Loads Frequently Asked Questions (August 2026). 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/initiatives/large-loads-action-plan/large-loads-
faqs.pdf

 NERC, Large Loads Action Plan web page. https://www.nerc.com/initiatives/large-
loads-action-plan

 NERC, Standard Authorization Request, Reliability Standards to Address 
Computational Load, Phase I (February 20, 2026), Standards Committee approved. 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/standards/projects/2026-02/sar-comment-
period/2026-02-computational-load-alignment-phase-1-sar_sc-approved.pdf

 NERC, Characteristics and Risks of Emerging Large Loads, white paper (July 2025). 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/who-we-are/standing-committees/rstc/
whitepaper-characteristics-and-risks-of-emerging-large-loads.pdf

 NERC, Project 2026-02 Computational Loads, Standards Announcement, Final 
Ballots Open through October 14, 2026 (October 9, 2026), listing CLO-001-1, CLO-
002-1, CLO-003-1, FAC-001-5, FAC-002-5 and the three implementation plans. 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/standards/projects/2026-02/final-ballots/2026-
02_final_ballot_word_announcement_10726.pdf
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 NERC, CLO-001-1, CLO-002-1 and CLO-003-1, final ballot clean drafts, and CLO-
002-1 Implementation Plan (October 2026). 
https://www.nerc.com/globalassets/standards/projects/2026-02/final-ballots/project-
2026-02-computational-loads-clo-002-1-implementation-plan-final-clean.pdf

 NERC, Project 2026-02 standards, implementation plans and ballot results, as 
documented and cited in Energy Compliance, Inc., EC-WP-1005, Computational 
Load Owners and Operators (October 2026).

Public Utility Commission of Texas

 PUCT, Order Adopting New 16 TAC §25.194, Project No. 58481, Item 218 (filed 
September 18, 2026). 
https://interchange.puc.texas.gov/Documents/58481_218_1684654.PDF

 PUCT, Texas Register Acknowledgment of Receipt, Project No. 58481, Item 219 
(effective date October 8, 2026). 
https://interchange.puc.texas.gov/Documents/58481_219_1684678.PDF
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