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In the September 23, 2024 and October 9, 2024 meetings of the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee 
(RASC), MISO shared updates to its LMR Reform proposal and sought stakeholder feedback on 
the following:    
 

• Accreditation of Demand Resources, Non-Intermittent BTMG, Intermittent BTMG, and 
AME Generation Resources   

• Availability Requirements   
• Measurement and Verification 

 
https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-lmr-reforms-rasc-2019-9-
20240923/ 
 
The OMS Resources and DER Work Groups (OMS Work Groups) 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 Sept. 23, 2024 and Oct. 9, 2024 RASC 
meetings. This feedback is from multiple OMS work groups and does not represent a position 
of the OMS Board of Directors. 
 
The OMS Work Groups appreciate this opportunity to offer a fifth round of feedback to MISO on 
its proposed reforms to LMRs and other related demand-side resources. While we understand the 
need for increased certainty regarding LMR availability and a need for more accurate accreditation 
based on performance during times of system need, we remain concerned that the breadth and 
complexity of these reforms will lead to a significant decrease in LMR participation and overall 
cleared capacity.   
 
Below we express positions on several design elements of MISO’s reform package. We also 
provide several requests for clarification or more information to improve our understanding of the 
potential practical effects of these proposed reforms and to safeguard against unreasonable and 
avoidable LMR attrition. 
 
Accreditation of Demand Resources, Non-Intermittent BTMG, Intermittent BTMG, and 
AME Generation Resources   
 
In determining the accreditation for LMRs, the OMS Work Groups believe that MISO should use 
a three-year look back rather than the proposed one-year look back. The three-year look back is 
consistent with what has been proposed in the LMR White Paper for BTMG and AME resources, 
and this would help reduce the year-to-year volatility in the accreditation of demand resources. If 
a multi-year look back is not appropriate for demand resources, the OMS Work Groups request 
that MISO provide its justification as to why.   
 

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-lmr-reforms-rasc-2019-9-20240923/
https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-lmr-reforms-rasc-2019-9-20240923/


The OMS Work Groups believe that longer-lead time LMRs should not be automatically assigned 
zero accreditation if they were called within a shorter-lead time than they are physically capable 
of responding. Instead, they should be eligible for partial accreditation. MISO provided examples 
during its LMR Reform presentation given at the September 23, 2024 RASC meeting. On Slide 
18, MISO shows an example where a resource with a 4-hour shut down time is given a 4-hour 
notification that it will need to deploy. During the notification window and the deployment, the 
capability is calculated using the proposed Attachment TT methodology. On Slide 23, MISO 
shows an example where a resource with a 4-hour shut down time is only given a 2-hour 
notification that it will need to deploy. During the notification window and during the event hours 
prior to the resource being deployed, this resource is given zero accreditation (with Attachment 
TT being used during the eventual deployment). If the resource is responding to the notification 
and actively winding down operations, they should receive credit for their reduction, even if they 
are not capable of fully reaching their designated setpoint (some form of partial accreditation for 
those hours). We suggest MISO reconsider this strategy, and at a minimum, the treatment and 
accreditation of these resources during the notification window (the time of notification to the time 
of the event/deployment) should be consistent.  
 
Availability Requirements   
 
The OMS Work Groups support moving LMR Type I deployment from MaxGen Alert to the 
MaxGen Warning stage. Deploying LMR Type 1 at the MaxGen Alert stage would precede 
curtailing non-firm exports, scheduling external resources, and implementing emergency ratings 
on transmission lines. This interaction with other emergency actions should not be ignored and 
needs to be taken into consideration when deciding where to place deployment of LMRs, an 
emergency resource. A Warning Stage deployment is more consistent with an emergency resource 
because that is the situation when MISO is projecting less than 0 economic reserves. From MISO’s 
own Emergency Operating Procedures, “A positive but low Reserve Margin is forecasted in a Max 
Gen Alert. For a negative Reserve Margin, a Warning or Event should be declared,” and “A 
negative Reserve Margin means that Load and Operating Reserve Requirement cannot be met with 
normal Economic Resources.” As the data on the last slide of the September presentation shows, 
there seems to be ample time to deploy longer lead resources at this stage. 
 
The OMS Work Groups emphasizes that this LMR reform package interacts with numerous 
initiatives and improvements needed across MISO. Thus, a holistic look is needed to ensure these 
interactions produce the intended effects and a balanced solution is kept in mind.  MISO should 
clarify how Emergency Operating Procedures will be updated to align with the LMR reforms, 
including whether MISO will take steps such as curtailing non-firm exports before deploying 
LMRs. 
 
Measurement and Verification 
 
The OMG Work Groups share the concerns expressed by the LSEs about the complexity of the 
proposal and would like to draw attention to the data needs and the resources needed to process 
such data. MISO has proposed to collect hourly meter data for all resources participating as a DRR, 
LMR, or Intermittent BTMG. In addition, MISO will require 5-minute data for resources with less 



than 1 hour shut-down time. This meter data will also need to be submitted every 14 days for 
MISO to review and verify. These proposed requirements raise several questions.  
 

• Does MISO have the resources to truly track and use all of this data? 
• Why is 5-minute data needed for all resources under 1 hour shut down time?  
• How often does MISO expect to utilize this data for the uses above? Every 14 days? Daily? 

Hourly?  
• Is this ‘command and control’ approach to capability and availability over-solving the 

problem?  
• Is there a way to simplify the proposal to ease the data burden, both on Market Participants 

and MISO? 
 
Per the LMR Whitepaper, MISO will use this data for a number of tasks, including: calculating 
capability of LMRs, verifying performance within the specified notification times, auditing 
resources, verifying appropriate load values, and verifying availability offers. Given the important 
role of this information in the overall construct, the OMS Work Groups requests a clear definition 
of ‘meter data,’ when it is needed, and how it will be used. 
 
The OMS Work Groups strongly support standardizing the registration process, finding ways to 
make it more granular, incorporating automation where appropriate, and exploring better ways to 
share information among all entities involved in registration. We understand MISO is moving 
forward with a Locational Enrollment Tool to address many of these issues. We request that MISO 
provide an update on this effort, its proposed benefits, and its areas of interface with MISO’s 
proposed reform package. 
 
LOLE Alignment with PRMR 
 
During the discussions around the Direct Loss of Load methodology to accredit non-emergency 
resources, MISO agreed to defer discussing potential changes to the PRMR allocation and how 
LSE obligations might need to reflect usage during high-risk hours. While the OMS Work Groups 
understood the decision to defer that discussion the PRMR allocation could have a notable impact 
on the accreditation given to LMRs relative to the assigned load obligation. Using an example of 
an LMR that is set to lower its consumption to its firm service level when deployed, if the load’s 
obligation is set at the consumption during the system-wide peak, but the accreditation for the 
associated LMR is set based on the resource capability during,  risky hours that are no longer 
aligned with the system-wide peak,  this could create an additional resource adequacy obligation 
on the load, even if the associated LMR performs perfectly and is behaving exactly as MISO has 
requested.  
 
During its LMR Reforms presentation at the October RASC, MISO responded to several items 
from a previous stakeholder presentation. One of the responses was on the topic of alignment with 
the PRMR determination, and MISO stated that “MISO agrees that LSE obligation should be based 
on load during the times of highest need and should also align with resource accreditation.” While 
a significant delay in filing the LMR reforms appears unlikely, the OMS Work Groups request 
that, at a minimum, MISO provides a general framework on how they propose to align the PRMR 
allocation with the accreditation proposal prior to filing the LMR reforms at FERC. 



 
Penalties and Incentives 
 
Regarding penalizing LMRs for offering over the tolerance band, is it possible that an LMR may 
be offering MWs over this band because it is willing to violate its firm service level? In that case, 
a penalty would not appear to be appropriate as the offer would be accurate. To help stakeholders 
better understand this interaction, we request more examples of how the proposed accreditation 
method works with various firm-service levels. 
 
The penalty of disqualifying LMR Type 1 in future PRAs for a missed response to a deployment 
request may be too severe. 
 
Requests for Clarification and More Information 
 
Several LSEs continue to voice concern regarding MISO’s proposal for unlimited deployments 
and eliminating the 24-hour separation rule. Although participants can enter 0 MW for Type 1 
LMRs, 0 MW entries could result in LMR accreditation that is diluted and may render those LMRs 
financially infeasible. To understand the potential implications of this decision, we offer the 
following questions: 
 

• Can MISO provide estimates of how LMR accreditation across a season would change 
under MISO’s reforms with and without a 0 MW entry for deployment?  

• Can MISO allow LSEs to have choices about which LMRs deploy within an LBA (i.e., an 
LSE is able to optimize its portfolio and respect customer deployment limits)? 

• We know what percent of capacity is attributed to LMRs, but we do not understand what 
resources use AME. Please provide the historic use of AME resources that this 
accreditation methodology would apply to. 

• More information about Attachment TT would help demonstrate that this method produces 
accurate baselines across seasons and for different types of LMRs. 
 

OMS Work Group members have asked for more information about LMRs relation to the LOLE 
model multiple times. More insight into LMRs and the LOLE model is required to understand 
MISO’s choice to accredit LMRs outside of the model. 
 

• What changes to the LOLE model, if any, would be needed if MISO’s proposal to deploy 
LMRs at an earlier stage is approved? 

• Can MISO provide more information about assumptions regarding when and to what 
degree LMRs are deployed in the LOLE model currently?   

• Would there be other changes, such as how MISO counts the overall quantity of LMR 
MWs (e.g. the accredited capability)? 

• Has Astrapé been consulted regarding the feasibility of these changes? 
 
Conclusion 
 
Overall, the OMS Work Groups appreciate many of the steps MISO is taking. However, there still 
appears to be fundamental differences between MISO’s proposal and the proposal advanced by a 



dozen or more LSEs. The LSEs and end-use customers have voiced concerns about the complexity 
of this proposal. LSEs must explain these reforms to their customers that participate in demand 
response programs as LMRs. MISO should explore any opportunity to simplify some elements of 
the proposal. If not, LSEs may need more resources to make accurate accreditation estimates so 
that they can understand the impacts of the proposals (and to make decisions about managing their 
demand response programs). 
 
We suggest MISO work collaboratively with the LSEs to ensure their concerns are addressed so 
that the footprint will not unnecessarily lose LMRs. LMRs are a critical tool for states to cost-
effectively meet RA requirements and are particularly important at a moment with historic 
interconnection queue backlogs. 
 


