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In the August 21, 2024 meeting of the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee (RASC), MISO shared
its revised Load Modifying Resource (LMR) reform proposal for stakeholder feedback. MISO
requested that stakeholders specifically address whether MaxGen Alert deployments are
acceptable.

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-lmr-reforms-rasc-2019-9-
20240821/

The OMS DER and Resources Work Groups (OMS WGs) provide this feedback regarding MISO’s
recent revisions to its Load Modifying Resource reform proposal presented at the August 21, 2024
RASC meeting. This feedback is from OMS work groups and does not represent a position
of the OMS Board of Directors.

While MISO has requested feedback on whether MaxGen Alert deployment is acceptable, the
OMS WGs find it difficult to provide a direct response at this stage without seeing a comprehensive
LMR reform proposal, including how these resources will be accredited. As such, the OMS WGs
provide limited feedback to this current request and pose some questions for MISO’s consideration
in future RASC meetings. OMS cannot sufficiently evaluate (much less support) the proposal
without an understanding of the full reform package and intended implementation timeline.

Feedback on MaxGen Alert Deployments

The OMS WGs have concerns regarding the trade-offs associated with MaxGen Alert deployment.
Based on MISO’s presentation at the August RASC, the revised LMR Type I would allow all
existing LMRs (with 6 hours or less response time) to fit into this product with accreditation based
on the resource’s availability to be called during a MaxGen event. However, this means that LMR
Type I resources will be called more often, since it is further “up” in the emergency procedures
“stack.” MISO should demonstrate the expected impact that this change will have on all LMR
participation.

Another caveat is that longer lead time LMRs would be at greater risk of receiving a “hit” that is
detrimental to their accreditation since it is more likely that those resources may not be available
for shorter lead time events. For example, if MISO needs to deploy LMR Type I within two hours,
LMRs with lead times beyond 2 hours would accordingly not be ‘available’ for that event and thus
would drive their accreditation downward (based on our understanding of the RASC discussion).

As an initial OMS WG position, this sequencing might be reasonable, but there has been no
demonstration that the 6-hour DR is less useful to system operations, or how much less useful.
We note that deploying LMR Type I at the Alert stage places them before the curtailment of non-
firm exports, which occurs during a MaxGen Warning. As this sequencing is counterintuitive,
MISO should further explain why it selected the MaxGen Alert stage for LMR I deployment.


https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-lmr-reforms-rasc-2019-9-20240821/
https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-lmr-reforms-rasc-2019-9-20240821/

MISO should explore revisions to its proposal or its emergency procedures only after carefully
considering the interaction between LMR deployment and other emergency resources and actions
available.

Since the chosen accreditation methodology is critical to the overall reform package, the OMS
WGs withhold judgment on the merits of this proposal until the accreditation details are presented
and discussed later this month.

Lastly, since stakeholders will not have a complete LMR reform proposal until late September
2024 at the earliest, the OMS WGs would like to request that MISO not file this proposal until Q1
2025. This additional time will be key to gaining an in-depth understanding of the LMR reform
proposal, answering unresolved questions, and increasing the chance of a successful filing at FERC.
While the proposed implementation date of PY 2028/29 provides additional time for discussion,
RERRAs and their distribution utilities must have a full opportunity to align retail tariffs with the
new MISO DR requirements.

Questions on MaxGen Alert Deployments
The OMS WGs raise the following questions for MISO and stakeholders to consider:

e Would LMR Type I resources all be called during the Alert stage before moving to other
resources further in the emergency procedures?

0 When will the DR resource be called? Would MISO deploy LMR Type I beginning
with MaxGen Alerts and continue to deploy LMR Type I after that stage given
notification time, or only during MaxGen Alerts?

=  What if all LMR Type I resources are not needed? How will MISO
determine which to call and which to hold in reserve?

e How will calling DR further up the stack impact economics? Will this impact LMP and
price signals?

e Does calling LMRs earlier affect when participants engage external resources and how
long MISO stays in each step? Would MISO’s other emergency procedure steps potentially
need to be amended given the shift in LMR deployment (e.g., curtailing non-firm exports),
and what should happen in each step?

e If MISO skips the Alert step, would access to the LMR Type I resources be lost?

o It would be helpful for MISO to respond to stakeholder requests for data about the
history of MISO alerts, warnings, EEA1, EEA2, etc., so that stakeholders have a
more complete idea of what deployment in MaxGen Alerts could entail, with the
understanding that some of the past decisions MISO made regarding these steps
could have been impacted by current LMR procedures (e.g., moving ahead to an
EEA?2 in order to access LMRs).

e Relatedly, the OMS WGs previously requested that MISO provide an analysis of a
reasonable number of calls that would balance the needs of participants and operators.
Offering data on this could help participants understand the economic feasibility of
participation under this new paradigm.




Questions Related to LMR Accreditation

Looking ahead to accreditation discussions, the OMS WGs suggest that MISO closely examine
related comments and questions about accreditation from the last round of feedback. The OMS
WGs encouraged MISO to provide more education about LMRs in the LOLE model. This is
particularly important considering MISO’s plan to use the LOLE model output to select which
hours of LMR availability would be weighed more heavily for accreditation purposes. Some
specific questions include:

e Is MISO proposing only an on-peak or off-peak consideration of hours for the forward-
looking component, or something more granular?
e Historically, how do LOLE hours of LMR deployment align with actual LMR historic
deployment?
e (Can MISO provide more information about assumptions regarding when and to what
degree LMRs are deployed in the LOLE model?
e Would deploying LMRs at an earlier stage necessitate a change in the LOLE model?
o Would MISO expect to make other changes to the LOLE model based on these
plans? Has Astrape been consulted regarding the feasibility of these changes?

Connection to PRMR Allocation

The OMS WGs recommend that MISO address the PRMR allocation issue jointly with LMR
accreditation, as mentioned at the August RASC. While it wasn’t imperative to address during the
D-LOL for other resource types, a misalignment between LMR accreditation and PRMR allocation
is more problematic. For example, an LMR-DR that is being accredited by its availability during
high-risk hours but allocated its share of the PRMR based on consumption during peak hours could
cause a significant mismatch. With that in mind, will MISO’s timeline change for LMR reforms if
MISO addresses PRMR allocation in tandem?

LMR Verification and Testing

We reiterate one last unresolved question from prior feedback: Please clarify that DRR
participation models and LMR Type I resources would only be tested upon registration and that
only LMR Type II resources would be tested annually (see slide 11).




