
Organization of MISO States (OMS) 
Resources and DER Work Groups 

Response to April 17, 2024 RASC Feedback Request 
Submitted on May 3, 2024 

In the April 17, 2024 meeting of the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee (RASC), MISO proposed 
a series of design reforms for Load Modifying Resources (LMR), specifically:  

1. Notification time 
2. Obligation to respond to MISO instructions for each season 
3. Proposed audit, testing and penalty provisions 

MISO requested feedback on its proposed design reforms by May 3, 2024. 

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-accreditation-reforms-for-
lmrs-rasc-2019-9-20240417/ 
 
The OMS Resources and DER Work Groups (OMS WGs) appreciate this opportunity to provide 
feedback on the various design elements contained in the Load Modifying Resource (LMR) reform 
proposal that MISO presented at the April 17, 2024 Resource Adequacy Subcommittee (RASC) 
meeting. This feedback is from multiple OMS work groups and does not represent a position 
of the OMS Board of Directors. 
 
Response to MISO’s LMR Proposal 
The OMS WGs appreciate and understand the objective of MISO operations to have a more 
responsive and reliable emergency toolkit, but the OMS WGs have significant concerns with the 
specific drastic changes MISO is proposing to make at this stage. During the RASC meeting, 
multiple stakeholders stated that MISO’s reforms would result in the loss of participation by many 
of the resources that participate as LMRs currently. Unless MISO’s objective is to drive these 
resources and their contribution to reliability out of the market, MISO needs to step back and 
reassess their proposal. Before making further modifications to this proposal, however, the OMS 
WGs propose that MISO explore what alternative participation models could practically work for 
the existing LMRs that need longer lead times and for which the DRR Type I participation model 
is impractical. Incorporating the findings from this exploration into a more holistic reform package 
will be essential to get broader stakeholder buy-in of the proposal.  
 
The potential loss of a majority of the 12 GW of LMRs currently on the system at a time where 
the MISO region is experiencing tightening capacity conditions is unacceptable without a 
comprehensive plan for how those resources will be able to participate elsewhere in the market. 
To be clear, the OMS WGs support MISO’s objectives of giving MISO operators the tools they 
need to reliably manage the system through tightening LMR notification and availability rules, 
exploring higher penalties, considering more stringent accreditation approaches, ensuring LMRs 

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-accreditation-reforms-for-lmrs-rasc-2019-9-20240417/
https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-accreditation-reforms-for-lmrs-rasc-2019-9-20240417/


are reliable when called upon, minimizing gaming opportunities, and being able to access demand 
response resources outside of emergency procedures. However, the OMS WGs stress that these 
changes should be accomplished through a measured approach to avoid driving resources out of 
the market at a time when reserve margins are tightening.  
 
The OMS WGs would like to request that MISO explore the following options:  
 

MISO should explore a proposal that starts with a 2-hour notification time as the upper 
bound of LMR accredited value, similar to the changes previously made in 2019 and as 
presented at the November 2023 RASC. This approach would move LMR requirements in 
a similar direction to the 30 min proposal and would still allow resources with longer lead 
times to participate in the market. Accreditation values of LMRs could also be shifted based 
on MISO’s operational needs and quantitative evidence of necessary notification time.    
 
MISO should explore segmenting the LMR product category into two distinct products. If 
MISO’s focus is on accessing emergency resources in a timely, reliable manner, a different 
product could target some of the existing LMRs, particularly those with lead times longer 
than two hours) to have them be accessible outside of emergency conditions. Discussion 
around this topic would include what level of capacity credit is appropriate or if an 
alternative compensation mechanism should be considered. Exploration of this option 
should include an analysis of the gaps and differences between the existing LMR product 
today and the DRR Type I product. Changes to the LMR product category should include 
an analysis of whether compensation for those resources should change as well.  
 

We are interested in MISO exploring participation options for LMRs with longer lead times, 
including lead times over two hours, outside of emergencies as these resources still have value. 
Owners of such resources may find being called upon often disruptive and would find it more 
feasible to have participation option where they could be called upon in just a few instances each 
year at a compensation level that would justify their participation. 

Additionally, the OMS WGs appreciate MISO scheduling a Demand Response 101 Workshop on 
May 10, 2024. Stakeholders would benefit from a presentation on the current participation options, 
the level of participation within those options, the potential product changes, and tying together 
ongoing discussions on LMR and DRR – Type I reforms. Additional workshops may be necessary 
as proposals develop to ensure all reforms are being evaluated comprehensively.  
 
Notification Time Questions and Feedback 
The OMS WGs support revising the maximum allowed LMR notification time to less than the 
currently allowed 6 hours (or reducing accreditation for resources with longer lead times as 



proposed at the November 2023 RASC meeting),1 but have multiple questions about moving to 
30 minutes:   
 

1) Please provide data to support the need for a 30-minute response time and the alternatives 
explored.  

2) Please clarify whether MISO evaluated whether it would be appropriate to change LMR 
compensation to meet the more stringent requirements MISO envisions.  

3) In pursuing a 30 min response time, is it MISO’s position that emergency-only resources 
longer than 30 minutes have no value? (in terms of accredited capacity or otherwise?)   

a. Why is MISO pursuing this approach instead of a sliding scale based on notification 
time? For example: a proposal that reduces the notification time below the current 
6 hours (with that value backed up by operational data) and correspondingly 
reduces the accreditation value for LMRs that fail to meet the desired notification 
time.    

b. Can MISO explain whether a 2-hour response time was considered, and if MISO 
rejected this option, why? 

4) Has MISO analyzed the DRR-Type I option to understand why Market Participants do not 
regularly use that option today and whether it would be a poor fit for the 10 GW of LMRs 
that are expected to be ineligible with a 30 min notification time?  

 
Testing Questions and Feedback 
The OMS WGs agree with stakeholder concern expressed at the RASC that requiring “at least 2” 
real power tests every season for every LMR will result in a significant loss of the associated 
capacity. While real power tests of some LMRs could be feasible, the impact of such a test is not 
the same for residential vs. industrial customers. The OMS WGs support measures to ensure LMRs 
are reliable emergency resources, but MISO should explore whether other types of testing, 
combined with an appropriate penalty structure, would achieve a similar level of certainty that 
LMRs will be able to perform. The OMS WGs agree that real power testing is an ideal way to 
determine a resource’s availability. However, the impact on the customer must be taken into 
account. MISO should also consider ways to compensate customers, particularly customers that 
are highly impacted, for the burden of conducting a real power test. 
 
In addition, splitting the LMR product category into multiple products, as suggested above, would 
allow testing requirements to also be split based on what product the resource is registered for. 
Such product changes, including the current proposal, should also include an assessment of 
whether the compensation for that product needs to change as well.      
  
Number of Calls Questions and Feedback  

 
1 https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20231107-
08%20RASC%20Item%2011aii%20LMR%20Accreditation%20(RASC-2019-9)630751.pdf  
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The OMS WGs request that MISO provide additional information on why the current number of 
calls each season is insufficient to ensure that LMRs are providing the reliability contribution they 
are being compensated for. MISO has increased the number of calls LMRs are expected to be 
available for multiple times, most recently with the change to the seasonal construct that requires 
up to five calls in the summer and winter seasons and up to three calls in the fall and spring seasons. 
That means that an LMR that clears all seasons in the Planning Resource Auction could be called 
up to 16 times over the course of a Planning Year. Assuming MISO keeps LMRs in the emergency 
stack, that would mean that the MISO footprint had to reach an Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) 2 
significantly more frequently than it ever has to burn through the current number of calls LMRs 
have to be available for. 

Implementation Timeline Feedback 

MISO should reconsider its implementation timeline to allow the opportunity to fully understand 
the various reforms proposed.  


