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	Comments


The Advanced Power Alliance (APA) and American Clean Power Association (ACP) submit these comments in response to the 8/03/26 ERCOT comments on Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR)146, Rename Quarterly Stability Study (QSA) and Modify the Assessment Schedule.

I. Introduction
APA and ACP submitted comments on PGRR146 on July 30, 2026, seven days in advance of the ERCOT Reliability and Operations (ROS) Subcommittee meeting to ensure they were available to stakeholders consistent with the long-standing practice of timely publication of stakeholder materials.  ERCOT published our comments on July 31, 2026 and filed its response on August 3, 2026.  We appreciate ERCOT’s quick response to our comments.
ERCOT states in its comments that APA and ACP “proposed language that fundamentally changes the purpose of the existing 45-day prerequisite by converting a submission deadline into an iterative review-and-cure process.”  However, we respectfully disagree with ERCOT’s characterization of our proposal.
To clarify for both ERCOT and Stakeholders, we are not proposing an open-ended, iterative review-and-cure process used for model development in other organized wholesale electricity markets.  Our proposal is simply intended to make the existing prerequisite functional, transparent and predictable.  We are simply asking that ERCOT review materials submitted for the Qualifying Stability Assessment (QSA) within a reasonable, defined timeframe and provide earlier notice of any deficiencies.  This ensures that a generation developer has a meaningful opportunity to cure minor administrative or data compilation issues identified by ERCOT, while fully preserving ERCOT’s authority to enforce strict reliability standards and reject fundamentally non-compliant submissions, as described more fully in these comments.

II. The Current 45-Day Prerequisite Does Not Function as Intended
ERCOT states in its comments that the 45-day period is intended to allow ERCOT to verify that submitted dynamic models are complete, technically acceptable, and consistent with interconnection stability study assumptions before preparing the QSA. However, in practice, Interconnecting Entities (IEs) routinely receive deficiency notices at the absolute tail end of the 45-day QSA window, often within days or hours of the QSA inclusion deadline.
This timing leaves developers with no meaningful opportunity to cure issues, even when deficiencies are purely administrative, formatting errors, or minor software compilation bugs that do not change the underlying engineering assumptions of the resource.  As a result, viable projects are routinely excluded from a QSA cycle not because they failed to meet a clear, technical standard, but because ERCOT’s review occurred too late to allow a simple correction.
This outcome is especially concerning given the significant, unprecedented forecasted load growth in the ERCOT region.  Ensuring that mature generation projects can successfully navigate the QSA stage and achieve their targeted Commercial Operation Date (COD) is essential to maintaining system reliability and serving rapidly growing load.
When a project misses a QSA cycle due to a minor deficiency identified late in the process, the resulting delay can push the COD by several months, reduce available generation during periods of high system demand, increase project financing costs, and trigger severe financial penalties under Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs).Ultimately, all costs associated with delayed generation including financing extensions, contractual penalties, and construction delays flow to consumers in the form of higher wholesale power costs and reduced supply margins.
Our proposal does not change the purpose of the prerequisite. It simply ensures that ERCOT performs its initial screenings within a predictable timeframe and that IEs have a defined, reasonable period to address correctable errors, thereby supporting timely CODs and improving grid reliability for the ERCOT system.

III. Predictability is the Foundation of Uniform Treatment
ERCOT argues that maintaining the existing prerequisite ensures uniform treatment of all IEs.  However, true uniformity is not achieved by preserving a rigid deadline that relies on late-stage rejections.  Uniformity and equity across the market are achieved by ensuring:
· Predictable and standardized review timing by ERCOT,
· Transparent and actionable deficiency identification, and 
· A clear, structured process for addressing issues that applies equally to all market participants.

IV. ERCOT’s Approach is Out of Step with National Best Practices
Every other organized wholesale electricity market including PJM, MISO, ISO-NE, CAISO, and NYISO provides stakeholders structured cure periods and clear timelines for model review as standard practice consistent with the principles established nationally under FERC Order 2023.  In these markets:
· Model completeness is assessed through formal, early deficiency notices;
· Developers are given defined, predictable cure windows to address identified errors; and
· Projects are not summarily excluded from study cycles for readily correctable data issues.
ERCOT remains the only organized market that does not allow a defined cure period, choosing instead to drop projects from a QSA cycle when errors are discovered late in the window.  This rigid approach is not aligned with national best practices and places ERCOT-connected projects at a severe procedural and financial disadvantage relative to generation projects in other RTOs/ISOs.
As stated previously, our proposal is not to implement a full, open-ended iterative study process; it is simply to provide an opportunity to cure any deficiency ERCOT identifies, while preserving ERCOT’s absolute right to reject incomplete or technically unacceptable model packages at the end of that window.

V. Delays in QSA Preparation Stem From Late ERCOT Review, Not Cure Periods
ERCOT asserts that unresolved model issues may delay system-wide QSA preparation and affect case development, Generic Transmission Constraint (GTC) development, and assessment schedules.  We agree that timely resolution of deficiencies is essential to maintain the integrity of the coordinated system-wide study.
However, delays in QSA preparation are primarily caused by the compressed, late-stage engineering timeline resulting from ERCOT’s back-heavy review process, not by the existence of a developer cure period.  When ERCOT identifies deficiencies near the final QSA deadline, projects have no realistic path to cure, and ERCOT’s own internal schedule is compressed by default. Establishing a defined review window and cure period window would:
· Reduce the likelihood of late-identified deficiencies that derail the batch study,
· Improve ERCOT’s ability to prepare coordinated system-wide assessments by stabilizing the project participant list earlier in the cycle, and
· Provide clearer, manageable operational expectations for all IEs and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs).
ERCOT already manages model updates and corrective data exchanges in other study workflows including PSCAD, GIC, short-circuit, and regional planning studies, and performs additional analyses when warranted.  The QSA process is not uniquely sensitive to minor, non-material technical adjustments.

VI. Conclusion
APA and ACP’s proposal:
· Preserves the original purpose of the 45-day prerequisite by maintaining it as a hard data lock for finalized dynamic models;
· Ensures ERCOT uses the prerequisite window as intended through predictable and efficient review timing;
· Introduces a reasonable, standardized cure period consistent with national operational best practices;
· Improves market fairness, transparency, and grid reliability without diminishing ERCOT’s technical authority or engineering standards; and
· Supports timely commercial operations for new generation capacity urgently needed to serve ERCOT’s significant forecasted load growth.
Given the substantial load growth expected across the ERCOT region, ensuring that otherwise-ready generation projects can reach the QSA stage is essential to maintaining reliability and meeting future demand.  When a project misses a QSA due to a minor deficiency identified late in the process, the resulting COD delay can postpone the addition of needed generation capacity, trigger financial penalties under PPAs, and increase project costs that ultimately flow to consumers.
A predictable review window and reasonable cure period reduce artificial regulatory risks, eliminate unnecessary project costs that ultimately flow to consumers, and ensure that generation resources can be developed efficiently and brought online when the Texas ERCOT Market needs them most.
ERCOT’s objections reflect current administrative implementation challenges, not structural flaws in our proposal.  Aligning the QSA prerequisite with national best practices will improve reliability outcomes, reduce unnecessary delays, and support the timely addition of new generation needed to serve ERCOT’s rapidly growing load. 
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