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The Organization of MISO States (OMS)1 appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on 
the Midcontinent Independent System Operator’s (MISO) revised regional cost allocation 
proposal that it presented to stakeholders during the September 26th Regional Expansion Criteria 
and Benefits Working Group (RECBWG).  
 
The OMS does not support MISO’s decision to deviate from the guidance offered to it by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) in its June 24, 2019 Order. Instead, MISO 
should follow FERC’s guidance and refile MISO’s regional cost allocation proposal without the 
Local Economic Project (LEP) category.2 This was the only part of the proposal that FERC 
rejected. 
 
In FERC’s June 2019 Order, FERC rejected MISO and the MISO Transmission Owners’ tariff 
revisions regarding cost allocation for regional and local economic transmission projects, based 
solely on a finding that the proposed LEP category was inconsistent with the cost-causation 
principle. FERC provided guidance to MISO on other aspects of the proposed tariff revisions, 
stating that it did not find the rest of the proposed revisions to be unjust and unreasonable. Of 
particular note, FERC stated that the proposal to lower the Market Efficiency Projects minimum 
voltage threshold from 345 kV to 230 kV appeared to be just and reasonable. 
 
MISO’s original filing represented three years of stakeholder work and compromise, which 
FERC explicitly acknowledged in its order. The OMS encourages MISO to recognize the 
significant compromises reached and the support expressed by FERC for many of these 
compromises, and to alter only those aspects of the tariff that were rejected by FERC. MISO 
should not move forward with the latest proposed revisions to the MEP cost allocation 
methodology. Instead, MISO should follow FERC’s guidance and refile those aspects of MISO’s 
prior regional cost allocation proposal that FERC has already indicated it will accept as just and 
reasonable. 

                                                 
1 The Illinois Commerce Commission does not join in these OMS comments. The Montana Public 
Service Commission abstained and Manitoba Public Utilities Board did not participate.  
2 The Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, Iowa Utilities Board, Kentucky Public Service 
Commission, Michigan Public Service Commission, Missouri Public Service Commission, and the Public 
Service Commission of Wisconsin, do not join in the OMS RECB WG comments above and consider 
them redundant and unresponsive. Prior position statements filed with MISO on this topic have already 
clearly identified the positions of OMS and the various states.  


