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 The Organization of MISO States (“OMS”) Transmission Cost Allocation Working 

Group (“TCAWG”) offers the following comments in response to MISO’s June 27, 2016 

feedback request regarding (a) MISO’s South Transition Period proposal and draft Tariff 

redlines; and (b) MISO’s 345 kV and above Market Efficiency Project (“MEP”) postage stamp 

presentation. 

I. South Transition Period Proposal 

 The TCAWG has mixed opinions regarding MISO’s proposal to address the gap in its 

cost allocation approach for interregional MEPs that: (a) are approved during the MISO South 

Transition Period and (b) terminate solely outside of the MISO footprint.  Some TCAWG 

members support MISO’s proposal to allocate 100% of the costs associated with those projects 

to benefitting Local Resource Zones (LRZ). These members believe MISO’s proposal is 

consistent with the original intent of the MISO South Transition Period – preventing unfair 

subsidization which could result from regional allocation of transmission projects across the 

MISO footprint.1 

 Others TCAWG members support “Option 1” as described in MISO’s April 19, 2016, 

presentation to the RECBWG meeting entitled “Potential Attachment FF-6 Tariff Gap Options.”2 

Since Attachment FF-6 is silent on what to do with an interregional project that terminates solely 

outside of MISO, these members believe that rather than revising Attachment FF-6, MISO 

                                                           
1 See Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 ¶ 61,056, at P 10 (2012) (“Transition Period Order”) 
(“Without a transition period, Filing Parties believe that regional allocation of network upgrade costs across the 
Planning Areas could result in unfair subsidization of the costs of projects terminating exclusively in either Planning 
Area.”).  
2 See slide 5 of the presentation. Available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=222444.  

https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=222444
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should default to current Attachment FF procedures for economic projects.  This would assure 

that interregional and regional economic projects are treated equally, requiring the same 

percentage of costs recovered on a footprint wide basis.  

 

II.  MISO’s 345 kV and above MEP postage stamp presentation 

 

The TCAWG provides the following response to the feedback questions that MISO circulated on 

June 27, 2016. 

 

• Do 345 kV and above MEPs provide footprint wide benefits? 

The TCAWG believe that there is insufficient evidence to determine whether 345 kV and 

above MEPs provide benefits to the new MISO footprint, i.e., including MISO South or the 

Second Planning Area.3  MISO should analyze whether, and the extent to which such MEPs 

provide region-wide benefits given recent changes to the MISO footprint. 

When MISO originally filed to allocate a portion of transmission projects designed to 

improve system efficiency, then-called Regionally Beneficial Projects (RBPs), it did so on the 

basis of two separate analyses.4 First, MISO argued that the 20% region-wide postage stamp 

portion of project was consistent with the level of postage stamp applied to Baseline Reliability 

Projects (BRPs) of 345 kV and higher voltages following FERC’s acceptance of MISO’s RECB 

                                                           
3 Iowa believes there is insufficient evidence to determine the degree or range of wide-spread benefits for the new 
bigger MISO footprint. However, Iowa is open to the possibility that some level of postage stamp may still be 
justified based on updated data analysis and public policy considerations.  
4 Compliance Filing of Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., FERC Docket No. ER06-18-004 
(November 1, 2006) (“RECB II Filing”), at 8. Available at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=11175176.  

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=11175176
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I filing.5 As MISO described in its RECB I filing,6 the figure of 20% was “arrived at with 

reliance on analysis of the extent of the use of the Transmission System external to a designated 

pricing zone when the generation within that zone serves the load within the zone.”7 MISO 

argued that these results demonstrated “in rough terms” that approximately 20% relative usage of 

the system of others by any given designated pricing zone is required for a utility to “self-serve” 

its load reliably. 

Second, MISO provided FERC with another analysis that it presented during the RECB II 

stakeholder process,8 which it argued was “more descriptive of typical market operations and 

therefore more applicable to expansions that improve the efficiency of those market operations.”9 

MISO’s second analysis showed that when the loads of single zone are served by all market 

generators in aggregate, the relative usage of the transmission system of others was at least as 

high as the 20% figure seen in the original evaluation for reliability purposes. 

Although MISO’s analyses were never intended to serve as a definitive measure of grid 

benefits, they formed the basis of the existing 20% footprint wide postage stamp for 345 kV and 

above MEPs. Thus, it would be helpful if MISO confirmed whether participants in the current 

MISO marketplace rely on others’ higher voltage transmission systems (345 kV+) to the same 

extent as market participants in MISO’s 2006 marketplace.   

MISO’s transmission system today is much different than it was in 2006. For instance, 

the Entergy region joined the system in 2013, bringing an additional 18,000 miles of 

                                                           
5 RECB II Filing at 8. See also Order Conditionally Accepting and Suspending Proposed Tariff Revisions and 
Establishing Technical Conference, 114 FERC ¶ 61,106 (2006) (“RECB I Order”), at P 42. 
6 Midwest Independent System Operator, Inc. Cost Allocation Policy Filing, FERC Docket ER06-18-000 (October 
7, 2006) (“RECB I Filing”), at 8-9. Available at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=10843369. 
7 RECB II filing at 8.  
8 See RECB II Filing at 2 – 4 (summarizing the RECB II stakeholder process). 
9 Id. at 8. 

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=10843369
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transmission with different predominant voltage levels (500/230 kV) than those in MISO’s 

historical footprint. The two regions of MISO’s new footprint are also separated by a contractual 

constraint.  

To this end, MISO should present various analytical approaches to determine whether 

and the extent to which a 345kV+ MEP provides footprint wide benefits. MISO should not only 

discuss revising the RECB II analytical approach outlined above, but also other possible options 

to assess whether, and  the extent to which 345kV+ MEPs provide footprint wide benefits. 

Moreover, MISO should also present sensitivities to model the impact that certain 

contractual transmission constraints (e.g., the MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement filed in ER14-

1174 and subsequent revisions to the MISO-SPP JOA) could have on 345 kV+ MEPs’ ability to 

provide footprint wide benefits. 

 

• Should the costs of 345 kV and above MEPs be postage stamped (at any % level) to non-

benefitting LRZs? 

This question is misleading. The TCAWG suspects that MISO intended to ask whether an 

LRZ shown to receive no production cost benefit (i.e., the LRZ’s APCs remain constant or 

increase) from a particular MEP should receive a postage-stamp allocation of those project costs. 

If so, it is premature to consider this question. As noted above, FERC approved the 20% 

postage stamp allocation for RBPs (now, MEPs) in 2006 based upon analyzes that indicated that 

improvements to MISO’s 345+ kV transmission system provided benefits to the entire region, 

even when economic modeling (e.g., application of the adjusted production cost metric) does not 
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directly produce those results.10 However, as the TCAWG demonstrates above, said analyses 

focused on MISO’s higher voltage transmission systems as they existed in 2006. Therefore, a 

thorough updated analysis and stakeholder discussion is needed before deciding whether or not 

there are benefits not captured by the applicable economic benefit metric sufficient to allocate 

some costs to LRZs that are not shown to benefit using an applicable economic benefit metric 

(for example, APC). 

Once MISO analyzes the extent to which improvements to its 345 kV + transmission 

systems provide region-wide benefits to the new, expanded MISO footprint, MISO should bring 

this question back to stakeholders for discussion.  

 

• If stakeholders need an analysis to assist their decision making on this topic, please 

describe what type(s) of analysis would be helpful. 

MISO is encouraged to provide a brief update on the RECB I and RECB II analyses as a 

foundation.  Additionally, MISO is encouraged to provide recommendations relating to what 

type of analyses can be completed to provide a solid foundation for decision making on MEP 

postage stamped decisions moving forward. This could include sub-regional levels and small 

footprints.11   

                                                           
10 For example: Wisconsin believes there is the whole issue of non-quantifiable, not easily quantifiable, or 
qualitative aspects that could still argue for some cost sharing to all LRZ's for some IMEPs. 
11 This should include a scenario that eliminates or reduces existing contractual constraints as they exist today 
between the sub-regions. 


