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In the September 26, 2024 Workshop and the October 9, 2024 meeting of the Resource Adequacy
Subcommittee (RASC), MISO shared insights into Resource Adequacy risk metrics and criterion
and sought stakeholder feedback to be incorporated into creation of a roadmap to explore resource
adequacy criteria beyond the current state.

In particular, MISO requests feedback on the following:
e What type of analysis should be included? How should it be prioritized?
e How would your entity be impacted by any potential changes?
e What should be the timeline to identify and analyze resource adequacy criteria?

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-ra-criterion-roadmap-
creation-rasc-2024-4-20240926/

The OMS Resources Work Group (RWG) provides this feedback to MISO in response to its
creation of a Resource Adequacy Criterion Roadmap. This feedback is from an OMS work
group and does not represent a position of the OMS Board of Directors.

OMS is exploring the establishment of a Resource Adequacy Committee of OMS regulators to
ensure OMS is leading on this topic, working in alignment with MISO, and considering input from
the broader stakeholder community. OMS will vote on the creation of this committee at its October
24 Board Meeting, following the submittal of this feedback. OMS is looking forward to continuing
to work closely with MISO through 2024 and 2025 on the roadmap and the work to be conducted
in 2025.

MISO RA-Metrics Takeaways

OMS appreciates the information shared by MISO at the September workshop. MISO presented
four takeaways based on their current review and analysis of industry work on this topic, including
four MISO conclusions:

Resource adequacy metrics are highly correlated for a given resource mix.

DLOL accreditation does not vary significantly with level of reliability, but PRMR does.
Metrics behave differently across the MISO footprint.

LOLE is complemented by other metrics (EUE, LOLH, CVaR) in similar ways.
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At the September workshop, no time was dedicated to discussion of these takeaways. The RWG
would appreciate if MISO supplemented the workshop materials or reintroduced these takeaways
and conclusions at the November RASC or an additional workshop for discussion. Since they
could form a basis for work in 2025, the RWG believes additional conversation in a stakeholder
forum is needed where real-time questions and comments are permitted and addressed.
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What type of analysis should be included and how prioritized?
As noted in the OMS presentation at the workshop and in subsequent feedback, OMS’s early
perspectives are that any analysis or conclusions should:

- be data driven (with sufficient data and transparency to support and substantiate changes);

- include projections on reforms not yet integrated into historic data;

- provide sufficient assurance (preferably using transparent data and analysis) that any
proposals include analysis showing how results are not causing redundant market or data
corrections to other established initiatives (current, pending, or forthcoming)

- not be done in isolation; and

- consider related actions from neighboring regions and the overall industry.

Any indicative information, as a preliminary step, would be beneficial in expressing the need or
urgency of updated metrics as well as prompt discussions and would allow for continued and
further modifications that may be needed to show seasonal information, geographical-based data,
or other information. LOLE study outputs for the next planning year, outyear projections, and
scenario analysis should include seasonal RA risk metrics that correspond to MISO’s assumptions
for distributing LOLE risk across seasons.

Early feedback from the RWG has indicated support for some industry recommendations
regarding methods to ensure that transmission adequacy and deliverability be considered as well
as resource adequacy.

How would your entity be impacted by any potential changes?

To the extent that states do not elect to establish their own PRM, changes at MISO may factor in
and influence planning and regulatory review at the states that elect to rely on the MISO market
as a planning consideration.

What should be the timeline to identify and analyze resource adequacy criteria?

We appreciate the statement from MISO that the timeline for outcomes and evaluation of RA
criteria will be driven by system needs. While most OMS members support the need for this
discussion and are aware of the industry movement in this space, evaluating and analyzing data
will be key to drive the conversations regarding if and when future specific changes are needed to
the resource adequacy criteria (versus simply broader and more transparent information sharing).

MISO-OMS Collaboration

Lastly, the RWG would like to extend its support to MISO on this initiative, its outreach, and the
work it has done to engage OMS on this topic. We look forward to future discussion through the
rest of 2024 and into 2025 as we work together to ensure alignment of our organizations on this
topic and for our system and sector needs.



