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In the November 6 meeting of the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee (RASC), MISO presented a 
revised problem statement based on stakeholder feedback and reviewed a strawman proposal for 
Planning Reserve Margin Requirement (PRMR) allocation. MISO seeks stakeholder feedback on 
PRMR allocation to LSEs based on average load during prior year Tier 2 Hours.  

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-prmr-allocation-20241106/ 

The OMS Resources Work Group (RWG) provides these comments to MISO in response to its 
feedback request on its proposed PRMR allocation framework. This feedback is from an OMS 
work group and does not represent a position of the OMS Board of Directors.  
 
After considering initial stakeholder feedback, MISO presented its revised PRMR Allocation 
problem statement and new PRMR Allocation strawman at the Nov. 6 RASC. The RWG has 
identified several questions and potential concerns regarding MISO’s proposal offered below. We 
look forward to further refinement based on MISO’s responses and stakeholder input.  
 
In recent years, critical changes to MISO’s resource adequacy construct have been approved 
compelling LSEs to adjust internal processes to account for a changing accreditation methodology 
and a less certain PRA clearing target. The RWG recognizes that MISO’s proposed PRMR 
Allocation framework may introduce a new source of variability (at the LRZ level) into the 
planning process. To further understand the proposal’s potential effects, the RWG request that 
MISO evaluate the year-to-year variability this framework could have on an LSE’s obligation 
relative to the current PRMR allocation.  
 
If variability is significant, MISO and stakeholders should discuss what resources or mechanisms 
LSEs need to help plan and reduce the likelihood of unsteady changes. MISO should also explain 
what alternatives it considered, why this methodology is preferrable, and how variability could be 
mitigated over time. This may help put into perspective why the LRZ step specifically is preferable 
to other options. We also note that MISO’s D-LOL filing suggested stakeholders would have 
multiple options to examine: “MISO will work with stakeholders to evaluate options to change the 
allocation approach for PRMR….”  
 
Under MISO’s proposal, two LSEs with the same load during RA hours could have different 
PRMRs if they are in different LRZs. MISO should further explore this scenario with stakeholders 
to determine whether this result is an unintended consequence or a desirable outcome since it may 
reflect geographic differences in risk distribution. The RWG is also concerned that a mismatch 
may occur if PRMR obligations are set in a more geographically granular way than how resource 
class accreditation values are determined. Similar to the LMR accreditation discussion, MISO has 
indicated support for aligning the LSE obligation with resource accreditation. In circumstances 
where this isn’t happening, (in this case, granularity of zonal LSE obligation vs associated 
accreditation), MISO should justify why alignment is not feasible or preferred.  
 

https://www.misoenergy.org/engage/stakeholder-feedback/2024/rasc-prmr-allocation-20241106/


The RWG also offers the following clarifying questions:  
  

1. Can MISO provide more detail on how the initial LSE load forecast data informs the LOLE 
“Load During Critical Hours” column totals (slide 14)? Does the LOLE primarily populate 
these estimations based on coincident peak or is additional load data (e.g., load data at all 
hours from previous years) used?  

• If so, will this lead to LRZs with higher load at peak always having a higher PRM?   
• If so, would that lead to an over-estimation of load during Critical Hours in an LRZ 

populated by LSEs that all have significant demand response programs (i.e., there 
could be a large misalignment between an LRZ’s total load lookback on Slide 15 
and the total LRZ share of PRMR on Slide 14)? 

• Could MISO further clarify why it is necessary to keep the proportion of Critical 
Hours experienced at the LRZ level constant after it is determined by the LOLE 
model? Is the LRZ level the lowest level of granularity in the LOLE model? 

 
2. Under MISO’s proposal, are LSEs required to submit different load forecast data? This 

was mentioned as a possibility in the D-LOL filing: “…depending on changes to the 
allocation method, LSEs may need to change their load forecast submission which would 
also need to be evaluated from feasibility and timing perspective.”  

• If so, please specify what additional load forecast data would be needed and justify 
why it is needed.  

• Please explain how MISO would address situations where LSEs might not be 
capable of providing the additional data MISO is requesting. 

 
3. Is there a way to reduce misalignment in a situation where an LSE has an updated load 

forecast that is significantly higher due to the imminent interconnection of large load 
(which would increase the LRZ’s overall size of pie) that is not reflected in their prior year 
RA hour load? 


