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	Comments


ERCOT submit these comments in response to 3/11/26 Invenergy comments and 4/1/26 GridStor comments.  The proposed definition for the term “in-kind” aims to provide clarity to replace equipment in the substation without triggering a full Generation Interconnection or Modification (GIM) process.  However, the proposed language as written creates more uncertainty and ambiguity than it resolves. 
One of ERCOT's primary concerns is the use of "similar specifications" and "similar in performance" in the proposed definition.  Neither term is defined, and neither has a measurable threshold against which ERCOT, Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), or Resource Entities can make a consistent determination.
Changing an inverter, turbine, generator, battery module, or power converter involves replacing the hardware of the original equipment with equipment that may have materially different characteristics, specifications, and capabilities.  These differences have direct impacts on grid reliability, including dynamics, short-circuit levels, and sub-synchronous resonance (if applicable), all of which require further studies and analysis by the TSP and ERCOT before the replacement can be safely interconnected.
Without defined metrics, every project under "similar specifications" or "similar in performance" becomes a dispute waiting to happen — between the developer, the TSP, and ERCOT — which will only slow down the very process the commenters are seeking to expedite.
ERCOT also notes that paragraph (1)(c)(ii) of Section 5.2.1, Applicability, already contains built-in flexibility for modifications at facilities with an aggregate real power rating of less than ten MW.  The proposed in-kind definition should not inadvertently eliminate the study protections that apply to facilities at or above the ten MW threshold, where the reliability impacts of equipment changes are most significant.  Additionally, modeling changes may be required under paragraph (13) of Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.7.2, Modeling of Resources and Transmission Loads.
In response to the 4/1/26 GridStor comments, ERCOT understands the supply chain challenges that Interconnecting Entities (IEs) face during the GIM process.  However, changing inverters after stability studies have already been completed and then evaluating those changes as part of the process implemented by Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 109, Dynamic Model Review Process Improvement for Inverter-Based Resource (IBR) Modification, is not a viable solution that ERCOT supports.
The Full Interconnection Study, including stability studies and quarterly stability assessment, are conducted based on the specific equipment the IE has specified at the time of submission.  Those studies model the dynamic characteristics, short-circuit contribution, and sub-synchronous resonance behavior (if applicable) of specific equipment.  When an IE substitutes different hardware, the studies no longer reflect the Resource.  Paragraph (6)(a)(iii)(B) of Section 5.5, Generator Commissioning and Continuing Operations, plainly states that any major modifications must go through the GIM process.  The model review process described in paragraph (6)(a) of Section 5.5 is intended for minor modifications, such as control setting changes, and cannot serve as a substitute for the GIM process for hardware changes within the scope of paragraph (1)(c)(ii) of Section 5.2.1.  Equipment changes can have unanticipated impacts to interconnection study findings, despite having a similar model quality test response.
ERCOT understands Invenergy's request to clarify the definition of "in-kind replacement" and proposes that "in-kind" be defined as replacing equipment with the same specifications and hardware as the original equipment.  
	Revised Proposed Guide Language


[bookmark: _Toc214969683][bookmark: _Toc173244122]5.2.1	Applicability	Comment by ERCOT Market Rules: Please note PGRR140 also proposes revisions to this section.
(1)	The requirements in Section 5, Generator Interconnection or Modification, apply to the following:
(a)	Any Entity proposing to interconnect any generator with an aggregate nameplate capacity of one MW or greater, including but not limited to any Generation Resource or Energy Storage Resource (ESR), to the ERCOT System;
(b)	Any Entity proposing to interconnect a Settlement Only Generator (SOG) to the ERCOT System; or
(c)	Any Resource Entity seeking to modify a Generation Resource, ESR, or SOG that is connected to the ERCOT System by:
(i)	Increasing the real power rating from that shown in the latest Resource Registration data by one MW or greater within a single year; 
(ii)	Changing the inverter, turbine, generator, battery modules, or power converter associated with a facility with an aggregate real power rating of ten MW or greater, unless the replacement is in-kind;
(iii)	Modifying any control settings or equipment of Inverter-Based Resources (IBRs) that impact the dynamic response (such as voltage, frequency, and current injections) at the Point of Interconnection (POI) in a manner that is deemed to require further study in accordance with the process outlined in paragraph (6) of Section 5.5, Generator Commissioning and Continuing Operations;  
(iv)	Changing or adding a POI to a facility with an aggregate real power rating of ten MW or greater; or
(v)	Increasing the aggregate nameplate capacity of a generator less than ten MW to ten MW or greater.
(2)	For purposes of Section 5, the term “in-kind” shall be defined as available equipment that has the same specifications and hardware as the original equipment.
(32)	For the purposes of Section 5, the term “generator” includes but is not limited to a Generation Resource, SOG, and ESR.
(43)	For the purposes of determining the appropriate requirements in Section 5, a generator is considered a “large generator” if it currently has or is proposed to have an aggregate nameplate capacity of ten MW or greater.  A generator is considered a “small generator” if it currently has or is proposed to have an aggregate nameplate capacity of less than ten MW.
(54)	Notwithstanding paragraph (34), above, if a Resource Entity is proposing to increase the real power rating of an existing generator by one MW or greater but less than ten MW, that generator shall be considered a small generator for the purposes of the interconnection process described in Section 5.
(65)	Notwithstanding paragraphs (34) and (45), above, if a Resource Entity is proposing to increase a generator’s real power rating by ten MW or more, or is proposing to increase a generator’s real power rating from less than ten MW to ten MW or more, that generator shall be considered a large generator for the purposes of the interconnection process described in Section 5.
(76)	For the purposes of determining the appropriate requirements in Section 5, ERCOT may require two or more separate generator interconnection requests to the same substation to follow the interconnection process applicable to the large generators, if, following the proposed change, those generators would have an aggregate nameplate capacity of ten MW or greater, and the projects are proposed by the same Entity or Affiliates.
(87)	For a new or modified generator that has been designated as a Self-Limiting Facility or as a component of a Self-Limiting Facility, the categorization of the generator as a small generator or large generator pursuant to paragraphs (34) through (56) above shall be determined using the Self-Limiting Facility’s established limit on the total MW Injection, or if applicable, the proposed increase in that value instead of the nameplate capacity of the Self-Limiting Facility.
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