
ORGANIZATION OF MISO STATES, INC. 
SPECIAL BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

June 25, 2004 

NOTE: Approved August 12, 2004 
 

Commissioner Susan Wefald, President of the Organization of MISO States, Inc. (OMS), called 
the June 25, 2004 Special Meeting of the OMS Board of Directors to order via conference call at 
approximately 9:00 a.m. (cdt).  The following directors were present for the meeting: 

 
Susan Wefald, North Dakota    
Mike Proctor, proxy for Steve Gaw, Missouri  
Bob Nelson, proxy for Laura Chappelle, Michigan 
Bert Garvin, Wisconsin 
Kevin Wright, Illinois 
David Hadley, Indiana 
John Harvey, proxy for Diane Munns, Iowa 
LeRoy Koppendrayer, Minnesota 
Greg Jergeson, Montana 
Tim Texel, proxy for Louis Lamberty, Nebraska       
Kim Joyce, proxy for Glen R. Thomas, Pennsylvania 
Talina Mathews, proxy for Mark David Goss, Kentucky 
    
Absent:    Manitoba 
  Ohio 
  South Dakota   
 
Also Present: 
Margaret Barnabee, Illinois 
Matt Lacey, Minnesota Dept. of Commerce 
Steve Gaw, Missouri     
Jerry Lein, North Dakota 
Marla Larson, Montana 
Bill Smith, OMS Executive Director 
 
Raksha Krishna, EEI 
Bill Malcolm, MISO 
Dave Svanda, 
Julie Voeck, ATC 
 
 
The Directors and proxies listed above established the necessary quorum for the meeting of at least 
eight Directors being present. 
 
President Wefald announced that there would be one item of business on the meeting agenda:  

• Shall OMS send in comments to the FERC on Grandfathered Agreements today 
(June 25)? 

 
President Wefald asked if directors would like to begin the meeting with Mike Proctor going through the 
document and explaining the comments.  David Hadley requested Bill Smith to provide some historical 
significance of the GFA issue before Mike Proctor's explanation. 
 



Bill Smith highlighted the importance of OMS filing these comments: 
• On March 31, MISO filed its Energy Market Tariff.  On May 7 OMS commented on that filing. 

One of the major points of the comments was that there should be a hearing on the GFAs 
to question the 2008 date MISO had proposed to terminate grandfathered rights and to 
question the justice and the reasonableness of the relationships MISO had proposed to 
modify the agreements. 

• FERC granted a hearing (not the hearing OMS requested, but a hearing nonetheless) to deal 
with the justice and the reasonableness of modifications of the contract rights for these 
transmission agreements. 

• FERC established a three-part process: 
1. Fact -finding.   To give FERC specific knowledge of who the buyer is, who the seller 

is, and how many megawatts are involved in each of these 300-400 agreements.   
Hearing to begin Monday, June 28; testimony to be filed in MAPP on June 25.   

2.  Paper hearing.  FERC will take evidentiary input, but it is not subject to cross  
 examination.  This part of the process will give FERC the information and useable 
 evidence on which to determine whether any of the 300 plus contracts should be 
 modified. 

3.  What FERC will do at the end.  FERC will take both parts, weave them together 
 and offer a decision.   

• The OMS Executive Committee met on June 24 and decided not to participate in the fact- 
finding part of the hearing; Bill felt this was an appropriate response for the states to take, 
since this deals with contract by contract questions in which the states don't have to have a 
particular opinion as to the terms of any given contract.   

• In terms of how the FERC evaluates all of the contracts in totality was what the OMS would 
be addressing at the June 25 OMS Special Board Meeting. Since OMS requested a hearing 
and was given one, Bill felt that OMS would lose credibility with the FERC if it didn't file 
comments. 

 
President Wefald then asked Mike Proctor to explain the draft comments regarding the treatment of 
Grandfathered Agreements section by section.  This document was distributed to all board members 
with agenda materials. 
 
Section I. The Purpose of these Comments 
Bert Garvin raised a question about the last paragraph in Section I.  He supported deletion of certain 
"boilerplate" language contained in the introduction that suggested OMS is encouraged by the direction 
of the MISO TEMT on the grounds that this language was inconsistent with OMS's substantive 
comments and misleading.  President Wefald asked him to wait until after the entire document had 
been explained at which time individual concerns would be addressed. 
 
Section II. A.  GFAs Are Contractual Arrangements Involving Economic Limits for the Participants 
Mike Proctor explained that this introductory section dealt with three areas: 

1. Generation imbalance costs 
2. Generation energy losses 
3. Transmission costs 

 
Section II. B. Energy Imbalance Costs 
Mike Proctor indicated that the FERC has asked for input on reliability; this section addressed reliability.  
MISO does need to have in the day ahead market, accurate schedules for the GFAs.  GFAs are a 
significant factor in the MISO and without accurate information in the day ahead market, reliability 
would not function correctly.    
 
Marla Larson, Montana felt the last sentence of the last paragraph in Section B was unclear and 
requested that the wording be changed from: 



 " Moreover, it is clear that the energy imbalance market is not a key component to dealing 
with GFAs as long as buyers are not forced to schedule their loads and pay energy imbalance 
charges." 

 
to read:  " Moreover, it is clear that the energy imbalance market is not a major issue when dealing 

with GFAs as long as buyers are not forced to schedule their loads and pay energy imbalance 
charges." 

 
President Wefald and Jerry Lein from North Dakota were concerned about the 3% schedule deviation 
referred to in Section II, Part B, third paragraph on page four.  Mike Proctor explained that "3%" was 
just an example not a recommendation by the work group. Jerry Lein asked what the basis of the 3% 
figure was.  Bob Nelson said the "3%" came from Schedule 4 of the tariff. 
 
Dave Hadley referred to the carry-over paragraph on page 5 of section B concerning "third party 
impacts."  He felt there was some confusion in the language and asked that it to be changed from: 
 

 "Because any adjustments to schedules will only affect the settlement position of the supplier, 
there are no third party impacts from allowing GFAs to adjust schedules subsequent to the close 
of the Day-Ahead market." 

 
To read:   

 "Any adjustments to schedules will only affect the settlement positions of the supplier,1 
however, there may be third party impacts related to congestion costs as noted in the 
following sections "C" and "D" from allowing GFAs to adjust schedules subsequent to the 
close of the Day-Ahead market." 

 
Section II. C. Cost of Energy Losses. 
David Hadley suggested that in the first whole paragraph of Page 6, first sentence; the reference to 
"Option B" needs an asterisk and a footnote to explain what Option B is.  
 
Section II. D.  Transmission Congestion Costs, Parts 1,2,3,4 
Mike Proctor explained that section D dealt with the forgiveness of congestion costs under option B. 
Some commissioners were concerned with the last sentence in Section II. D. Part 2. which discussed 
"GFAs representing 40% less of total peak load."  
 
Mike Proctor described this sentence as dealing with the reliability issue. 
 
Bert Garvin suggested adding a footnote to the sentence to read: "GFA's could account for nearly half 
the market in congested areas like Wisconsin. Option B could produce considerable infeasibility 
especially during peak times when energy prices as well as congestion are likely to be high." 
 
Mike Proctor suggested striking this last sentence of the paragraph and inserting Bert Garvin's footnote 
to the previous sentence in the paragraph. 
 
Consensus was reached by the directors to amend the last paragraph of Part 2., page 8 to read: 
 
 "The physical aspects of Option B could have an impact on the reliability of the 
power system in the case where scheduling the GFA energy would result in the Day-Ahead markets 
not having a feasible solution.  In such cases, the Midwest ISO would be required to cut the GFA 
schedules in order to arrive at a feasible solution.*   
 

                                            
 



* GFA's account for nearly half the market. For congested areas, Option B could produce 
considerable infeasibility especially during peak times when energy prices as well as congestion are 
likely to be high." 
 
There were no further comments or questions about "Parts 3 and 4 in Section II. D."  or the 
"Conclusion." 
 
At this point in the meeting, President Wefald asked the directors to return to  
Section 1. The Purpose of These Comments, the first full paragraph on page 2.  She then asked 
Bert Garvin to offer his concerns.   
 
Bert Garvin asked that the first sentence in the first full paragraph on page 2 be amended with a 
footnote from Wisconsin to read: 
"Wisconsin believes the continued use of this phrase in all OMS pleadings is misleading in light of the 
concerns expressed in the comments filed by OMS in our May 5 filing of Docket #ER04-691-000 and of 
Docket #ER04-691-000  in August." 
 
President Wefald indicated that her fellow North Dakota commissioners were also concerned about the 
same sentence.  Bert Garvin asked if North Dakota wished to join Wisconsin in the footnote.  Susan 
Wefald felt her fellow North Dakota commissioners wished to delete the entire sentence.  Leroy 
Koppendrayer, Bob Nelson, Greg Jergeson also supported taking this sentence out of the document.  
Steve Gaw indicated that Missouri would also agree to delete this carryover language and John Harvey 
suggested that this sentence as well as the third sentence in the paragraph be deleted. 
 
The directors agreed that the first full paragraph on page 2 would read: 
 
"OMS stands ready to assist both the Commission and the Midwest ISO in putting the finishing 
touches on the Midwest’s market design and moving to the market implementation stage.  The 
following comments should be viewed in the context of the full discussion of the OMS positions 
submitted in response to the MISO’s March 31, 2004 filing in ER04-691." 
 
Bert Garvin agreed that the paragraph no longer needed the footnote he had offered from Wisconsin. 
 
President Wefald then asked for a roll call vote to determine which states were in support of approving 
this document and filing the comments with the FERC on June 25, 2004. 
 
Does your state generally support these comments? 
Missouri -  Yes 
Michigan -  Yes 
Wisconsin - Yes 
Iowa -  Yes 
Illinois -  Yes 
Indiana - Yes 
Kentucky - Abstained for procedural reasons 
Minnesota - Yes 
Montana - No*  
Nebraska - Abstained 
Ohio -  Absent 
Pennnsylvania-Abstained  
South Dakota -Absent 
Manitoba - Absent 
North Dakota -Yes 
 
 



Document Approved: 
8 - in favor of supporting document  
1 - opposed  
3 - procedural abstentions 
3 - absences 
 
* At the end of the voting, Greg Jergeson clarified his "No" vote.    
 
At the directors request, Bill Smith agreed to contact the "absent" states to ask them if they wished to 
be included as a "yes" or "no" on the final document before it is submitted it to the FERC June 25 
before the 4:30 pm (edt) deadline. 
 
President Wefald congratulated Mike Proctor's Congestion Management and FTR Allocation Work Group 
for the fine job they did on these comments.   
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:05 am (cdt) 
 
 


