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[bookmark: _Hlk224633631]I.	Introduction
Intersect USA, LLC (Intersect) appreciates ERCOT's continued efforts to develop and refine the Batch Zero Process for Large Load Interconnections through Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 145. Intersect supports the Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Network (WLPUN) construct as a meaningful framework for accommodating co-located generation and load configurations within the ERCOT System. However, two dynamics in the current proposed language will limit the WLPUN construct's real-world applicability if not addressed: 
1. The lack of express accommodation for expansions of existing firm-load Private Use Networks (PUNs); and 

2. The generation-decrease cliff in § 9.4.2(5)(b), which should be replaced with a generation-to-load ratio framework that allows proportional resizing, phased load ramp tied to phased generation commissioning, and generation commissioning that tracks actual load ramp—all without triggering withdrawal.
Two principal reliability constraints underpinning the WLPUN construct—the MW Withdrawal limit under § 9.3.2.2(1)(b) and the 90% stability cap under § 9.3.2.2(1)(d)(iii)—are both expressly derived under generation-off study conditions. These constraints may therefore remain materially unchanged when generation and load are adjusted proportionally, provided the applicable operational assumptions reflected in the Batch Zero study are preserved. Accordingly, targeted refinements to PGRR145 are necessary to ensure the WLPUN framework functions as intended across the full range of real-world development scenarios, including brownfield expansions and phased commissioning schedules, without compromising system reliability.
II. 	WLPUN Designation for Expansions of Base Load PUNs
The WLPUN construct currently appears principally designed around greenfield or unitary project configurations and does not expressly accommodate a common real-world development pattern: expansion of an existing PUN with firm “Base Load.” Consider a scenario in which an existing PUN will operate 400 MW of Base Load not subject to additional study under § 9.2.1.1, and a subsequent 300 MW upsize qualifies as allocatable load under § 9.2.1.2, with an Initial Energization date of January 1, 2028 or later as required by § 9.2.1.2(2), supported by co-located generation behind the same POI. In that circumstance, the rules appear capable of supporting designation of only the incremental 300 MW load as a WLPUN, while the 400 MW Base Load designation remains intact, but the current framework does not expressly establish or operationalize that treatment.
Existing PUN sites with Base Load are among the most likely candidates to add new co-located generation and incremental load capacity. Without express accommodation, the current framework creates uncertainty regarding how such expansion projects may utilize the WLPUN construct and may necessitate implementation approaches not expressly addressed in the proposed language.
Several provisions in the current language create ambiguity regarding partial-WLPUN configurations within an existing PUN. Section 9.2.2.2(1) ties the WLPUN designation to ‘a Large Load request,’ which is consistent with applying the designation solely to an incremental upsize rather than the entirety of the existing PUN. However, the rules do not expressly address circumstances in which only a portion of an existing PUN load is designated and operated as a WLPUN while Base Load remains outside the WLPUN construct. Similarly, § 9.2.2.2(3) permits multiple generation interconnection requests to support a WLPUN where the generators connect at the same POI as the Large Load, but does not expressly address hybrid configurations involving both WLPUN-designated and non-WLPUN load behind the same POI. In addition, while § 6.6.2.1(2) appears to contemplate the addition of load to an existing WLPUN, the rules do not clearly address the inverse circumstance in which a WLPUN designation is later applied only to an incremental portion of an existing non-WLPUN PUN. 
Critically, §§ 6.6.2.1(2) and 9.6.2 measure compliance based on MW Withdrawal and net Demand at the POI, without expressly distinguishing between existing non-WLPUN Base Load and incremental WLPUN-designated load. Under § 9.6.2(1), the Large Load “shall not consume at a level of gross Demand that causes the net Demand at the [POI] to exceed the identified MW Withdrawal limit.” The operative variable is therefore the Large Load’s gross Demand—i.e., the level of consumption that results in net withdrawal at the POI—not net Demand in the abstract. This distinction is material in the expansion scenario because the provision regulates consumption associated with the WLPUN-designated Large Load, rather than expressly addressing how existing non-WLPUN Base Load should be treated for purposes of POI-level withdrawal compliance. If the applicable MW Withdrawal limit is established solely with reference to the incremental WLPUN-designated capacity, then Base Load at the same POI could independently cause net Demand at the POI to exceed the MW Withdrawal limit, effectively subjecting the Base Load to operational restrictions intended for the incremental WLPUN component. Similarly, § 9.3.2.2 establishes a singular MW Withdrawal limit and generation-off reliability determination, but does not specify how those calculations should be performed where the site already includes separately recognized Base Load outside the WLPUN construct.
Additionally, § 9.2.5(3)(b) provides that consequential load loss for a WLPUN “shall be determined based on the aggregate peak Demand of the included Large Load, not the MW Withdrawal limit at the Point of Interconnection.” In a hybrid PUN configuration involving 400 MW of Base Load and 300 MW of WLPUN-designated load behind the same POI, the 1,000 MW consequential load loss limit under § 9.2.5(3) raises an unresolved question: whether that limit applies to the full 700 MW aggregate peak Demand at the POI or only the 300 MW aggregate peak Demand of the WLPUN-included Large Load. ERCOT should clarify the application of § 9.2.5(3)(b) in hybrid configurations to ensure that pre-existing Base Load already studied and approved under its own interconnection studies is not retroactively subjected to a consequential load loss constraint calibrated to the combined facility.
To address these issues, ERCOT should undertake the following clarifications and revisions for hybrid Base Load/WLPUN configurations:
1. Incremental WLPUN treatment for existing PUN expansions: Add express accommodation for incremental WLPUN treatment at an existing PUN site, such as through a new provision in § 6.6.2.1 or § 9.2.2.2 addressing application of the WLPUN construct to incremental expansions of existing PUN facilities;
2. Hybrid Base Load/WLPUN operational treatment: Clarify that, where a WLPUN designation applies only to an incremental expansion at an existing PUN, operational compliance is evaluated relative to the incremental WLPUN-designated load and does not subject pre-existing Base Load already recognized under § 9.2.1.1 to newly imposed withdrawal restrictions. ERCOT should further clarify how MW Withdrawal limits are calculated and enforced in such configurations, including whether operational compliance is measured against total POI withdrawal or only the incremental withdrawal attributable to the WLPUN-designated portion; 
3. POI-level withdrawal enforcement for partial-WLPUN configurations: Clarify in § 9.6.2(1) whether operational enforcement of the withdrawal cap for a partial-WLPUN configuration applies to total net POI Demand or only the incremental Demand attributable to the WLPUN-designated load; 
4. Generation-off load determinations for hybrid configurations: Clarify in § 9.3.2.2(1)(b) how ERCOT will perform the generation-off load determination where the site already includes pre-existing Base Load outside the WLPUN construct; and 
5. Hybrid PUN/WLPUN modeling treatment: Ensure that modeling under § 6.6.2.1 expressly accommodates hybrid PUN configurations involving both Base Load and WLPUN-designated load behind the same POI. 

III. 	Replacement of the Generation-Decrease Cliff with a Generation-to-Load Ratio Framework
A. 	The Current Proposal Is Overbroad on Reliability Grounds
Section 9.4.2(5)(b) provides that any decrease in the aggregate real power rating of associated generation after July 24, 2026 results in the entire WLPUN being deemed to have withdrawn from the Batch Zero Process. This cliff is overbroad because what actually matters for system reliability is whether the operational and study assumptions underlying the awarded allocation remain satisfied, including the relationship between the associated generation, the MW Withdrawal limit, and the allocated load. For same-technology-type changes that preserve or improve the studied generation-to-load relationship and do not alter the applicable operational constraints, the underlying reliability assumptions may remain materially unchanged even if the aggregate generation nameplate decreases. Importantly, the two principal reliability constraints underpinning the WLPUN construct—the MW Withdrawal limit under § 9.3.2.2(1)(b) and the 90% stability cap under § 9.3.2.2(1)(d)(iii)—are both expressly derived under generation-off study conditions. Thus, where generation and load are adjusted proportionally while preserving the operational assumptions reflected in the study, those generation-off reliability calculations may remain materially unchanged notwithstanding a reduction in aggregate generation nameplate. In those circumstances, real-time POI enforcement under § 9.6.2 remains the operative operational constraint.
The cliff appears aimed at addressing gaming concerns related to prong (ii) of § 9.3.2.2(1)(d), which caps allocatable load at “the MW Withdrawal limit plus the aggregate real power rating of the WLPUN generation.” However, § 9.3.2.2(1)(d) allocates load based on the lesser of three independent constraints: (i) the requested peak Demand; (ii) the MW Withdrawal limit plus generation nameplate; and (iii) 90% of the load level that causes instability or cascading with all WLPUN generation off and with no contingency. As a result, the generation-nameplate cap in (d)(ii) only binds in certain cases. For many projects, the binding allocation constraint may instead be the requested Demand limit under (d)(i) or the stability-based cap under (d)(iii), both of which are independent of the absolute generation nameplate and are evaluated with the WLPUN generation turned off.
B. 	The Ratio Principle Should Run in Both Directions
ERCOT should replace the § 9.4.2(5)(b) full-withdrawal trigger with a proportional adjustment framework keyed to the studied generation-to-load ratio. This principle should operate in the following directions:
1. Generation-to-Load Proportional Resize 
If the studied generation-to-load ratio is preserved, a proportional reduction of both generation and load should result in a proportional adjustment to the allocation, not a full withdrawal from the Batch Zero Process, provided the resulting configuration continues to satisfy all operational and reliability constraints established through the Batch Zero study process, including the MW Withdrawal limit, the applicable stability-based allocation constraints, and the telemetry and modeling requirements applicable to the WLPUN configuration. 
To implement this framework, ERCOT should make the following modifications to § 9.4.2(5) and (6):
	9.4.2	Additional Commitments for Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Networks (WLPUNs)
(5)	Any Large Load for which the associated generation meets any of the following criteria is considered to have withdrawn from the Batch Zero Process and shall not be included in the Batch Zero Refinement Study described in Section 9.5, Batch Zero Study Refinement and Delivery of Transmission Plan.  These Large Loads shall not be eligible for Initial Energization unless included in a future batch study.
(a)	The associated generation does not meet the requirements in paragraph (4) above.
(b)	After July 24, 2026, the aggregate real power rating of the associated generation decreases from what was recorded in RIOO, except where: 
(i) the reduction is accompanied by a proportional reduction in allocated Load reflected in an updated Load Commissioning Plan (LCP); 
(ii) the resulting configuration continues to satisfy the MW Withdrawal limit, applicable stability-based allocation constraints under § 9.3.2.2(1)(d), telemetry requirements, and applicable modeling assumptions; and 
(iii) the reduction does not involve a change in generation technology type under § 9.4.2(5)(c).
(c)	After July 24, 2026, the technology type(s) of the associated generation changes from what was recorded in RIOO.
(6)	An ILLE for a Large Load studied as a WLPUN may elect one of the following:
(a)	The ILLE accepts the MW Withdrawal limit and allocated MW amounts provided in paragraph (1) above with no modifications; or
(b)	The ILLE accepts the MW Withdrawal limit and allocated MW amounts provided in paragraph (1) above with modifications to either or both values. Each modified value must be less than or equal to the corresponding value provided by ERCOT in paragraph (1) above and must be reflected in an updated LCP.
(c)	The ILLE accepts a proportional reduction in both associated generation and allocated peak Demand reflected in an updated LCP, provided:
(i)	the proportional reduction election is made simultaneously with the ILLE’s acceptance of the Batch Zero study results under this paragraph
(ii)	the resulting configuration preserves the operational assumptions underlying the Batch Zero Interconnection Study results;
(iii)	the resulting configuration continues to satisfy the MW Withdrawal limit and applicable stability-based allocation constraints under § 9.3.2.2(1)(d);
(iv) 	the associated generation technology type remains unchanged; and
(v)	ERCOT’s Batch Zero Interconnection Study results demonstrate that the allocation constraint under § 9.3.2.2(1)(d)(ii) was not the binding allocation constraint for the awarded Load level, or the ILLE elects a lower allocated MW amount pursuant to paragraph (b).


2.	Phased Load Ramp Tied to Phased Generation Commissioning 
Large generation projects often commission in phases. Current § 9.6.2 effectively creates a binary operational structure under which load remains capped at the MW Withdrawal limit until all associated generation has completed commissioning and operational approval requirements. That approach does not align well with how large multi-unit and phased generation facilities are actually constructed and synchronized. ERCOT should therefore add an intermediate phase to § 9.6.2 permitting load to scale above the MW Withdrawal limit proportionally as generation achieves incremental commissioning milestones that independently satisfy the applicable requirements of § 9.6.2(2), capped at (MW Withdrawal limit + commissioned generation MW), rather than requiring the final MW of generation capacity to come online before any load above the withdrawal limit is permitted. 
This framework should also address the timing interaction with § 9.4.2(4), which requires associated generation to meet § 6.9 requirements by the commitment deadline. Where generation is commissioned in phases, each phase should be permitted to independently satisfy § 6.9 on a rolling basis consistent with the Load Commissioning Plan (LCP), rather than requiring all generation phases to clear § 6.9 simultaneously by a single deadline.
Specifically, ERCOT should revise § 9.6.2 as follows:
	9.6.2	Additional Energization and Operation Requirements for Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Networks (WLPUNs)
(1)	A Large Load in a Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Network (WLPUN) will be granted Initial Energization upon meeting the requirements of paragraph (1) of Section 9.6 and receiving written approval to energize from ERCOT.  Until the associated generation Resource Commissioning Date, the Large Load shall not consume at a level of gross Demand that causes the net Demand at the Point of Interconnection (POI) to exceed the identified MW Withdrawal limit, except as otherwise permitted under paragraph (2) for generation phases that have independently satisfied the applicable requirements of paragraph (2).
(2)	A Large Load within a WLPUN that has been granted Initial Energization per paragraph (1) above shall not consume above a level that causes the net Demand at the POI to exceed the withdrawal limit until:
(a)	The associated generation has completed all applicable interconnection requirements under Planning Guide Section 5, Generator Interconnection or Modification, and has been added to the ERCOT Network Operations Model;
(b)	All required telemetry for the generation and the Large Load is operational and of good quality;
(c)	The MW Withdrawal limit has been recorded in the Resource Registration data and incorporated in the ERCOT Network Operations Model pursuant to Section 3.10.7.3.1; and
(d)	ERCOT provides the Resource Entity with written confirmation that the requirements of this paragraph have been met.
For phased generation configurations reflected in the approved Load Commissioning Plan (LCP), ERCOT may permit incremental increases in Load above the MW Withdrawal limit corresponding to associated generation phases for which the applicable interconnection, telemetry, modeling, registration, and operational approval requirements of subparagraphs (a) through (d) have independently been satisfied, provided such increases remain capped at the sum of: (i) the MW Withdrawal limit; and (ii) the commissioned generation MW for generation phases that have satisfied this paragraph.


ERCOT should also revise § 6.6.2.1 as follows:
	6.6.2.1 	Modeling of Large Loads within a Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Network
(1)	The Resource Entity for a generator in a Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Network (WLPUN) shall include model data for the generator and the Large Load in the WLPUN during the Resource Registration process. The Large Load shall not be included in the Network Operations Model until the following requirements have been satisfied:
(a)	The Large Load has met the requirements for inclusion in the quarterly stability assessment as described in paragraph (5) of Section 5.3.5, ERCOT Quarterly Stability Assessment;
(b)	All applicable requirements of Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation to the Planning Models, have been completed; and
(c)	The MW Withdrawal limit has been recorded in the Resource Registration data pursuant to Section 3.10.7.3.1, Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Networks.
(2)	The addition of a new Large Load to an existing WLPUN, or the modification of an existing Large Load that increases the aggregate peak Demand within such a Facility, subject to the requirements of Section 9.2.1, Applicability of the Batch Zero Process, is considered a material modification of the Resource Registration as described in paragraph (8) of Section 6.8.2, Resource Registration Process.  The Resource Entity shall not update the Resource Registration data to reflect the new or increased Load until the Large Load has met the requirements for inclusion in the quarterly stability assessment as described in paragraph (5) of Section 5.3.5, ERCOT Quarterly Stability Assessment.  With the new or increased Load, the MW Withdrawal at the Point of Interconnection (POI) shall not exceed the established MW Withdrawal limit, except as otherwise permitted pursuant to § 9.6.2 for associated generation phases that have independently satisfied the applicable commissioning and operational approval requirements.
(3)	The addition of generation to an existing Withdrawal-Limited Private Use Network is subject to the generation interconnection process under Planning Guide Section 5, Generator Interconnection or Modification, and the requirements of Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation to the Planning Models.


3.	Generation Commissioning Tracking Actual Load Ramp 
If load ramps more slowly than expected or never reaches full allocated peak, the Interconnecting Large Load Entity (ILLE) should not be forced to commission associated generation materially in excess of the load actually energized solely to avoid the § 9.4.2(5)(b) withdrawal trigger. Where the operational relationship between commissioned generation and energized load remains consistent with the studied generation-to-load ratio and the assumptions reflected in the approved study and updated Load Commissioning Plan (LCP), generation commissioning should be permitted to track the actual load ramp without being deemed a prohibited “decrease” in associated generation under the revised proportional-adjustment framework proposed above for § 9.4.2(5)(b). In such circumstances, the applicable MW Withdrawal limit, telemetry requirements, stability-based allocation constraints, and POI-level operational protections would remain unchanged and continue to govern real-time operations
C. 	Retention of Appropriate Safeguards
The full-withdrawal trigger should be retained for technology type changes under § 9.4.2(5)(c), where dynamic study integrity is genuinely affected. Section 9.4.2(5)(a) should remain unchanged, as failure to clear § 6.9 requirements by commitment is a separate issue warranting distinct treatment.
Under this framework, ERCOT  would retain the existing reliability protections embedded in the WLPUN construct. Because the MW Withdrawal limit and the stability-based cap are both calculated under generation-off conditions, proportional adjustments that preserve the studied operational relationship between generation and load do not necessarily invalidate the underlying reliability analysis where the applicable operational assumptions remain unchanged.. POI enforcement remains unchanged—the MW Withdrawal limit is still the binding real-time constraint. The anti-gaming intent in § 9.3.2.2(1)(d)(ii) is preserved by capping any proportional adjustment at the originally filed generation-to-load ratio. The telemetry and modeling conditions in § 9.6.2(2)(b) – (c) can be satisfied incrementally as each generation phase is commissioned—while maintaining ERCOT’s existing operational visibility and control requirements throughout the phased commissioning process.
D. 	Fallback: Right-Sizing at Commitment When Stability Is the Binding Constraint
At minimum, if the broad ratio framework is not adopted, ERCOT should allow right-sizing of associated generation at the commitment stage when the stability cap—not the generation nameplate—was the binding allocation constraint. 
Under § 9.3.2.2(1)(d)(iii), the 90% stability cap is calculated with all WLPUN generation off. If stability is the binding prong, the generation nameplate is not the operative constraint determining the awarded allocation and may therefore become oversized relative to the allocation ERCOT awards.  An ILLE that filed Form X with generation sized for what it reasonably expected to be a deliverability case—only to have ERCOT’s own study reveal that stability is the binding constraint—cannot right-size its generation without triggering full withdrawal. This outcome is inequitable:  the ILLE did not change course; rather, ERCOT’s study output may demonstrate that a lower generation amount would preserve the same awarded allocation and operational protections. Locking in oversized generation creates real cost burden to investment for no corresponding reliability benefit where the generation-nameplate cap is not the binding allocation constraint.
To address this concern, ERCOT should add a new subparagraph to § 9.4.2(6)—as shown above—alongside the existing election options, permitting a one-time proportional generation downsize tied to the load adjustment, made simultaneously with the Load Commissioning Plan acceptance under § 9.4.2(6). This election would be available when: (i) the § 9.3.2.2(1)(d)(iii) stability cap (or any prong other than (ii)) was the binding allocation constraint; or (ii) the ILLE elects a lower allocated MW under § 9.4.2(6)(b) (modified acceptance). The generation reduction should be capped at the same percentage as the load reduction from requested to allocated, so the generation-to-load ratio remains as originally proposed. Post-commitment, the cliff in § 9.4.2(5)(b) would continue to apply.
IV. 	CONCLUSION
Intersect supports ERCOT’s continued development of the Batch Zero Process and the WLPUN construct as important mechanisms for facilitating co-located generation and load configurations within the ERCOT System. However, as currently drafted, the proposal does not clearly accommodate: (i) incremental expansion of existing firm-load PUN facilities; or (ii) phased generation and load development where the operational relationship between generation and load remains consistent with the assumptions underlying the Batch Zero study results.
The targeted refinements proposed herein would preserve ERCOT’s existing operational protections—including the MW Withdrawal limit, generation-off stability analysis, telemetry requirements, and POI-level operational enforcement—while clarifying how those protections apply in hybrid and phased-development configurations. In particular, the current § 9.4.2(5)(b) generation-decrease cliff is unnecessarily rigid where ERCOT’s own study methodology demonstrates that the awarded allocation is constrained by generation-off reliability limits rather than the absolute generation nameplate itself. Importantly, the requested revisions are narrowly tailored and would not disturb the existing withdrawal framework for technology-type changes under § 9.4.2(5)(c) or failure to satisfy § 6.9 requirements under § 9.4.2(5)(a), both of which appropriately address distinct reliability and study-integrity concerns.
Accordingly, Intersect respectfully requests that ERCOT undertake the following revisions to its May 2, 2026 comments:
1. Sections 6.6.2.1 and 9.2.2.2 should expressly accommodate incremental WLPUN treatment for expansions of existing PUNs, including hybrid configurations in which pre-existing Base Load remains outside the WLPUN construct while incremental load is designated and operated as a WLPUN;
2. Sections 9.3.2.2 and 9.6.2 should clarify how MW Withdrawal limits, generation-off load determinations, and POI-level operational enforcement apply where a site includes both Base Load and WLPUN-designated load behind the same POI, including confirmation that pre-existing Base Load is not subjected to incremental WLPUN withdrawal restrictions;
3. Section 9.4.2(5)(b) should permit proportional generation-to-load adjustments that preserve the operational assumptions underlying the Batch Zero study results, including continued satisfaction of the MW Withdrawal limit, stability-based allocation constraints, telemetry requirements, and other applicable operational protections;
4. Section 9.6.2 should allow phased load ramp above the MW Withdrawal limit as associated generation phases independently satisfy the applicable commissioning, telemetry, modeling, and operational approval requirements under § 9.6.2(2); and
5. Section 9.4.2(6) should permit a limited, commitment-stage right-sizing election tied to proportional load adjustment where ERCOT’s own study results demonstrate that the generation-nameplate cap in § 9.3.2.2(1)(d)(ii) is not the binding allocation constraint.
These refinements would improve the administrability and real-world applicability of the WLPUN construct without undermining ERCOT’s reliability objectives or the integrity of the Batch Zero study process.
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