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In the January 22, 2024 Electric Distribution Company (EDC) Workshop, stakeholders were 

invited to submit feedback on EDC, Transmission Owner (TO), and/or MISO Distributed Energy 

Aggregated Resource (DEAR) reliability reviews.  Feedback was requested by February 5, 2024.  

 

Specific points include: 
 

• Options for meeting the 60-calendar day requirement for EDC Reviews (Slide 8) 

• Options for cost allocation (Slide 22) 

• Conceptual proposals throughout presentation to be considered for Tariff language 

development (bold language throughout deck) 

 

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/edc-workshop-order-2222-

reliability-reviews-msc-2019-2-20240122/ 

 

The OMS Distributed Energy Resources Work Group (DERWG) provides this feedback to MISO 

on DER reliability reviews. This feedback is from an OMS work group and does not represent 

a position of the OMS Board of Directors. 

 

60-Day Calendar Requirement and Placement of RERRA Review 

 

The OMS DERWG supports MISO’s proposal to sequence the RERRA eligibility review after the 

EDC eligibility review is complete. As verbally described during the workshop, this process 

envisions that the RERRA review would occur on Day 11 of the 60-day EDC review process. 

Sequencing the RERRA eligibility review after the EDC eligibility review is logical because the 

RERRA does not have firsthand access to customer account information, tariff information, etc. to 

enable it to complete the review without coordinating with the EDC to acquire the relevant 

information.  

 

Using DR aggregation today as an example, while the RERRA confidentially receives DR 

registration information directly from MISO, the RERRA does not itself have access to the level 

of information needed to determine the DR/DERs eligibility to participate and must therefore reach 

out to the EDC for this information as it conducts this review (for example: what retail tariff the 

customer might be on, what that account’s peak load might be, what customer class the account 

represents, etc.). Since the EDC will have already conducted its own eligibility review at this point, 

the information should be readily available to the RERRA. Since both the EDC and the RERRA 

are working from the same information and presumably through established guidance from the 

RERRA ahead of this stage, it is unlikely that the RERRA will come to a different conclusion and 

reject large portions of the DERA at this point necessitating an EDC restudy.   

 

Note: The DERWG believes it is critical to point out that this circular information problem could 

be avoided by the creation of a single data and information sharing platform to allow all entities 

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/edc-workshop-order-2222-reliability-reviews-msc-2019-2-20240122/
https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/edc-workshop-order-2222-reliability-reviews-msc-2019-2-20240122/


involved in the registration process to securely access relevant information. CUS’s DER Registry 

is one such example as mentioned in previous feedback. If this information/data exchange problem 

was resolved in such a manner, it would alleviate this problem and eliminate the current sequencing 

concerns, and the RERRA would be able to conduct its review without necessitating direct 

coordination with the EDC. 

 

Cost Allocation Options 

 

The OMS DERWG does not have a strong preference between the three cost allocation proposals 

at this time but requests additional information about the complexity and any additional cost of 

pursuing Option 2. As MISO notes in the slides, Option 2 seems more accurate for cost allocation 

purposes, but this advantage should be weighed against the inherent complexity and additional 

costs. 

 

The OMS DERWG appreciates MISO’s statement that this DERA reliability review envisions 

coordination streams that may not exist today. As this proposed process is structurally similar to 

the DER AFS process, similar TO-EDC coordination and communication needs to occur before 

and during implementation, including the potential creation of billing systems to handle study 

deposits or system upgrades. Since DERs are functionally part of the local distribution system, 

RERRAs may also need to provide cost allocation guidance to their jurisdictional entities.      

 

As such, the OMS DERWG encourages MISO to be precise in its language when crafting its 

compliance and keep the entirety of the coordination effort and associated complexity in mind. 

Based on verbal stakeholder feedback during the workshop, it may also be helpful to clearly 

delineate the roles and functions of each entity for both the DER AFS process (impact of individual 

DERs interconnecting) and this DERA Reliability Review (impact of aggregated DERs). 

Something like a MISO one-pager on these processes may be helpful guidance, in addition to the 

language in the Tariff and BPMs.  

 

Conceptual Proposals throughout Presentation to be considered for Tariff language 

development (bold language throughout deck) 

 

Per Slide 12, the DERWG supports MISO acting as the data/information exchange conduit to share 

information about the results of the EDC reliability review. This is another area where a single 

platform (e.g., DER Registry) could be helpful.  

 

  


