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ORGANIZATION OF MISO STATES, INC. 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

     September 23, 2004 
 
 
Approved 10-28-04 
 
 Commissioner Susan Wefald, President of the Organization of MISO States, Inc. (OMS), 
called the September 23, 2004 Meeting of the OMS Executive Committee to order via conference 
call at approximately 2:05 p.m. (CDT).  The following directors participated in the meeting: 
   Susan Wefald, North Dakota    
   Laura Chappelle, Michigan 
   David Sapper proxy for Bert Garvin, Wisconsin  
   Diane Munns, Iowa     
   Steve Gaw, Missouri 
 
Others participating in the meeting were: 
 
Randy Rismiller, IL 
Talina Mathews, KY 
Kim Wissman, OH 
Bill Smith, OMS 
 
 
The directors listed above established the necessary quorum of three (3) Executive Committee 
members. 
 
David Sapper offered a motion to approve the August 26, 2004 OMS Executive Committee meeting 
minutes as distributed.  The motion to accept the minutes as presented was unanimously 
approved.   
 
Business Items 
 
Update on Pricing Issues - Randy Rismiller 
OMS Executive Committee referred these three issues to the OMS Pricing Group: 

1. MISO’s Order 2003 Large Generator Interconnection Compliance Filings  
2. MISO’s RECB Task Force Issues  
3. Long-Term Transmission Pricing case that is FERC Docket EL02-111. 

 
The following are Randy Rismiller's briefing notes on these Pricing Issues: 
 
1. Generator Interconnection 
On the generator interconnection case, MISO submitted its initial compliance filing in January and 
the OMS submitted its Comments in February. 
 
OMS’s Comments raised two issues: (1) MISO’s proposed treatment of distribution planning and 
cost allocation of distribution upgrades when those upgrades are needed for new generator 
interconnection; and (2) cost allocation for transmission upgrades needed for generator 
interconnections. 
 
As to the distribution issue, the OMS urged FERC to hold a technical conference.  FERC rejected 
that recommendation and directed MISO to modify its proposal to limit MISO’s reach only to FERC-
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jurisdictional Wholesale Distribution.  Randy believes MISO’s September 7 compliance filing resolves 
all of the distribution issues, but the matter is still being discussed within the OMS Pricing Group. 
 
As to the transmission upgrades cost allocation issue, OMS urged FERC to permit MISO to retain its 
filed cost allocation approach for only an interim period of time.  OMS pointed out that MISO’s filed 
approach requires generators to initially fund the needed transmission upgrades and then be 
reimbursed in the form of transmission usage credits by the transmission-owning utility in whose 
zone the facilities were constructed.  The OMS pointed out that this cost allocation approach does 
not necessarily reflect the important cost allocation principals of cost causation and beneficiary 
payment responsibilities.  FERC agreed and accepted MISO’s explanation that an RECB task force 
had been established with the goal of developing a broader cost allocation policy for all 
transmission upgrades, including those driven by generator interconnections, and that would 
operationalize the OMS’s cost allocation principles.  FERC accepted MISO’s interim cost allocation 
approach only on the condition that MISO replace that method with a method that reflects the 
OMS’s cost allocation principles and do that to be effective on December 1, 2004. 
 
2.  RECB Task Force 
MISO’s RECB task force has been wrestling with these cost allocation matters since last Spring.  In 
early September, MISO Staff issued a draft proposal for consideration.  As to cost allocation for 
transmission upgrades associated with generator interconnections, MISO’s draft proposes to retain 
MISO’s initially filed cost allocation policy but change it to state that MISO will issue FTRs to 
interconnecting generators that fund transmission upgrades and for which the transmission-owning 
utility has elected not to provide credits.  This approach may not be consistent with the OMS 
principles.  MISO’s draft proposal might reflect the cost causation principle if we presume that the 
interconnecting generator is the cost causer.  However, the proposal does not even attempt to 
address the OMS’s principle concerning beneficiaries.  Randy Rismiller brought these issues to the 
attention of the OMS Pricing Group. 
 
MISO’s draft proposal also addresses cost allocation for transmission upgrades that are driven by 
“economic” causes.  These “economic upgrades” are projects that are required to support 
competition in bulk power markets by expanding trading opportunities or alleviating congestion.  
Economic upgrades would be included in MISO’s expansion plan if they pass a cost/benefit test.  
The benefits test will involve the application of the concept of unhedged congestion.  Based on the 
analysis, MISO will identify the presumed beneficiaries of the economic upgrade project and costs 
would be allocated pursuant to MISO’s existing Attachment N.  If the parties identified as potential 
beneficiaries dispute the designation, they will have the option of pursuing a dispute resolution 
process.  Randy has also brought these issues to the attention of the OMS Pricing Group. 
 
MISO plans to make a FERC filing of the RECB results sometime after the October MISO Advisory 
Committee meeting.  The next RECB meeting is September 30 and Randy asked the OMS Executive 
Committee to encourage Staff to participate in that.  He has concerns about where the RECB is 
headed. 
 
3. Long-Term Transmission Pricing 
This case emerges out of the ashes of the failed SECA proceeding that was supposed to develop a 
surcharge to collect the lost revenues from FERC’s elimination of the through and out rate between 
the MISO and PJM.  When the SECA proceeding failed to reach resolution, the parties agreed to roll 
the SECA cost recovery issues into a broader proceeding to develop a long-term transmission rate 
design approach for all existing transmission facilities within the combined MISO/PJM region.  The 
parties held several meetings.  Four proto-type proposals were initially put on the table.  These 
were the postage stamp model, the license plate model, the highway-biway model, and the flow-
based model.  The stakeholders wrestled with these models over numerous meetings and the 
proposals narrowed down to two: the so-called Unified Plan and the so-called Blend plan.  It’s likely 
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that we will see these two competing plans filed with FERC on October 1, 2004.  The Unified Plan 
would basically retain the existing zonal license plate approach.  There would be some 
compensation given to some parties to reflect lost revenues from elimination of the through and 
out rates.  The Blend model would use a combination of the flow-based approach and the 
highway/byway approach to identify uses of the transmission by entities outside of zones in which 
the facilities are located.  The flow-based users would be presumed to be the beneficiaries and grid 
costs would be allocated accordingly. 
 
It is likely that the OMS States will ultimately be split on which of these two proposals to support.  
 
 Conclusion 
The three matters that the OMS has allocated to the OMS Pricing Group are related.  All three cases 
involve cost allocation of transmission.  The generator interconnection case involves cost allocation 
of transmission upgrades associated with generator interconnections.  The RECB case involves cost 
allocation of all new transmission upgrades, including those associated with generator 
interconnections.  The Long-Term Pricing case involves cost allocation for all fixed costs of the 
existing transmission facilities and could be expanded to incorporate the cost allocation of all new 
transmission upgrades.  Accordingly, the first case is a subset of the second case is a subset of the 
third case. 
 
Discussion followed.  President Wefald asked Randy how his work group might select one plan 
versus the other.  She also requested that Bill Smith send out the two plans to the whole 
membership labeled "Pricing Proposals to be filed with FERC October 1."  Randy's concerned that 
states won't want to take a stance.  Diane Munns doesn't think states want to be left out.  If a state 
isn't represented on the Pricing Work Group, Bill Smith should alert the commissioner from that 
state, so that a staff member should be able to participate with Pricing WG for a month or so -- 
until this issue is resolved.  (OMS must file by October 20.) 
 
Discussion of "Work Group Preparation of Draft Comments" - Part 1. of  OMS Process 
for Approving Position Statements for FERC and MISO - Susan Wefald 
The executive committee discussed various needed changes to the document to be forwarded to 
the board for final approval.  (Draft with proposed changes follow minutes.)   
 
Discussion Notice Of Inquiry (NOI) on Accounting - Diane Munns 
Diane Munns requested this topic to be discussed because comments have to be in to the FERC 
November 4.  She asked if a work group had been assigned this topic. President Wefald indicated 
that the accounting issue doesn't fit with Work Groups' topics; and may only require a task force 
with accountants and some commission staffers with rate making expertise. Diane Munns indicated 
Tom Ferris of the Wisconsin staff is preparing comments for NARUC, but his timeline won't fit our 
schedule.  Suggestions were brought up for OMS to dovetail work with Tom Ferris.   
David Sapper serves on MISO's AD Hoc Finance Committee, which has taken over the issue of cost 
control at MISO - and its concern about the wish list of upgrades it has already received.  MISO 
can't take care of everybody's requests.  OMS can be of great help in helping MISO with cost 
management issues.   
It was suggested that David Sapper serve on the OMS Accounting Task Force to help prepare 
comments for November 4.  
   
Discussion concerning the Grandfathered Agreements Issue - Diane Munns 
Diane Munns expressed concern about the Grandfathered Agreements (order came out Sept 16) 
and wondered if all the states who will be impacted on this, will weigh in on it.  Diane asked if OMS 
is planning to weigh in as a group or will each state comment separately.  FERC put the ball in 
MISO hands and is not requiring MISO to weigh in with stakeholders.   David Sapper agrees the 
cost shift issue is important (with major reliability concerns) and feels OMS should weigh into the 
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issue particularly concerning IT improvements and associated costs.  Mike Proctor's work group will 
meet week of October 1 and will discuss this issue, but he encouraged states to file on their own. 
 
Discussion: Will OMS Voting Process work when it needs to vote on comments to FERC 
order that came out August 6 on Market Readiness? - Bert Garvin 
President Wefald referred to paragraph 55 from the order.  OMS recommendations would have to 
come before the board for it to make a recommendation on metrics to MISO.  Diane Munns 
wondered what expertise OMS had concerning metrics.   Randy Rismiller's interpretation of the 
selected paragraph differed from President Wefald's.   He thought that paragraph 55 simply refers 
back to the OMS filing on the MISO Energy Market Tariff, telling MISO to do what OMS had asked 
them to do.  Responding to the informational request for OMS views on MISO's Market Readiness 
would come later, perhaps in January.   
Nancy Campbell's Work Group planned a meeting for September 24 to begin discussion of Market 
Readiness issues.  President Wefald asked that Nancy provide an update with a timeline explaining 
what issues of paragraph 55 they are working on and when.   
David Sapper relayed Bert Garvin's concern that the OMS process would yield a split 
majority/minority recommendation. President Wefald said that she thought the OMS Voting Process 
was strong enough to take on the challenge of this issue and if it yields a split recommendation, at 
least it'll be a recommendation. 
Diane Munns again reiterated her concern about the responsibility of OMS signing off on 
commercial readiness; she still wonders if we have the metrics expertise to say the Market's ready 
to go.  
Steve Gaw requested Bill Smith to find out whether MISO expects OMS to assume responsibility 
and whether it's a responsibility we should be taking on.  The second part is the timeline question, 
when are we expected to come up with some product here.  
On the issue of Paragraph 55, Nancy Campbell is taking the lead.  Wisconsin and Michigan are also 
involved in this. Bill Smith is to ask Nancy for an update to be sent to Executive Committee asking 
how she's planning to work on this issue with a timeline included. (Mention was made of Nancy's 
work group meeting to be held by conference call on September 24.)  MIG Task Force Meeting is to 
be held October 24. 
 
Discussion: Access to Confidential Data introduced by Steve Gaw 
Bill Smith reported on the status of this issue.  David Hadley's Work Group (Market Monitoring and 
Market Power Mitigation) is working on this issue and will meet next week to develop a proposal 
with ongoing discussions through October and November with discussions in December with MISO 
on compliance filing.  Bill Smith described the outline MISO plans to file and asked the OMS 
Executive Committee to establish some objectives for OMS negotiators and determine who the 
negotiators are.  Proposal from this work group is to be available next week. 
 
At this point President Wefald suggested that with all it has to do, the OMS Executive Committee 
needs to consider adding an extra meeting per month for the next few months. 
Diane Munns requested that all the information to be discussed be in writing.  She feels it is easier 
to process that way. 
 
Administrative Update - Bill Smith 

• RTO 101 -  When Can OMS Start to Schedule State Presentations 
  Bill indicated the presentations are scheduled to become available in about one month. 
 There is a contract between Lawrence Berkeley Labs and John Chandley. 
 
• Attorney Solicitation Process  
 OMS has received one proposal to date -- with the expectation of receiving about 6 or so. 
 Bill then asked the executive committee how it would like to proceed to review the 
 proposals.  President Wefald asked for someone willing to review the attorney proposals and 
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 make a selection recommendation to the OMS board.  David Sapper suggested that Bert 
 Garvin might be willing to do this.  He was asked to check with Bert and report back to Bill 
 Smith. 
 
• OMS Audit 
 Bill Smith presented the names of three CPA Firms who have offered proposals to OMS to 
 perform an audit of its finances.  President Wefald directed Bill to send the proposals to the 
 OMS Treasurer for her review and comment.  The recommended firm would then be 
 brought to the OMS Board at its October meeting. 
 
• Planning and Siting Survey - Next Steps 

 Bill Smith reviewed the status of the report with Klaus Lambeck.  He indicated the data is in 
 for all states except Kentucky, Wisconsin and Indiana.  Klaus will provide his report to all the 
 states and they are to review and return it to him within 10 days. 
 

• OMS Work Group Chair Assignments - Susan Wefald 
 President Wefald suggested that OMS must put into place a process for work groups to elect 
 new chairs for next year or to retain the chair currently in charge.   She asked that Work 
 Groups be alerted that in the first week of December they are to hold meetings to 
 determine who their work group chairs are to be for 2005.  The results of these elections 
 will be announced at the annual meeting December 9.  (President Wefald also reminded the 
 committee members that OMS bylaws state that the President and Executive Committee 
 have no say in work group chair selection.)  President Wefald feels that OMS is more likely 
 to keep people in place if once a year they are given an out if they want.   President Wefald 
 asked for feedback for this process of determining work group leadership.  OMS Board is to
 discuss this issue at October BOD meeting. 

  
 
Announcements 
 

• If needed the next OMS Special Executive Committee Meeting will be held October 7. 
 
• Next regularly scheduled OMS Executive Committee Meeting October 28 at 

2:00 pm. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 3:45 p.m. (cdt) 
 
 
 
 
 
Attached:   
Work Group Preparation of Draft Comments - Part 1.  
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Organization of MISO States Process for Approving Position Statements 
for FERC and MISO 

Discussion Document – Draft only 
 

Goals:  
 

1) Help states form positions on issues 
a. Perform thorough analysis of issues  
b. Test differences and sharpen analysis through discussion of differences 

in order to gain better understanding of the issues 
2) Express collective position of states to decision maker 

a. Build consensus when possible 
b. Allow parallel presentation of contrasting viewpoints 

 
Section 1 
Assignment of topics to a Working group, or Working groups:  
The OMS Executive Committee assigns all new topics to either an existing working 
group or to a new working group  when needed.   When a topic in an active docket 
has already been assigned to a working group,  the Executive Director (ED) is 
authorized to make follow-up assignments.  As time is of the essence in such cases, 
the ED shall timely make such assignments and shall immediately inform the 
Executive Committee.  The ED may delegate this responsibility as necessary.   
 
Review of OMS Work Plan by Executive Committee: 
The ED shall include in his/her monthly report, or as necessary,  a list of FERC and 
MISO (or other) actions expected in the coming 60 days that may require Working 
Group assignment.  The Executive Committee shall review the list of action items 
provided by the ED each month and shall direct the ED to give early warning of 
possible assignments to OMS working groups.  The ED shall inform the Executive 
Committee, via electronic mail, of the completion of such notifications. 
 
Approving the Timetable for Issues Documents:   
Providing the greatest possible lead time, the ED, in consultation with the president, 
will prepare a schedule which outlines a time line of when document issues must 
come to the OMS Board’s attention.  The schedule shall include the date that the 
Board decides issues that will be included in the document, the date that first (and 
second drafts when possible) will be shared with the membership, and the date that 
the board will be taking final action on the document.   
 
The Board of Directors will approve the time line of when document issues must 
come to the OMS Board’s attention.  Board members are encouraged to note key 
dates and work to facilitate appropriate action by their Commission so that Board 
members can vote on the document. 
 
The Board schedule will include a board meeting when Commissioners determine 
what issues will be included in the document, and give general policy direction to the 
working groups.  Working groups are encouraged to develop “principles” or a short 
outline that the Board can consider as it advises on policy direction.  Exceptions: 
Sometimes proceedings that OMS wishes to comment on may have a very short 
timeline.  In these situations, the board may not have time to take these all the above 
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steps.  In those situations, the board will determine how it wishes to proceed.  
 
Preparation of the Issues Document:   
Working groups, which are involved in the document, will encourage members to 
volunteer to write sections of the issues document.  Assignments should be reported 
to the ED of OMS. 
 
Working groups shall promptly set up their own internal schedule to review all 
sections of an issues document.  The working group’s internal schedule must 
coordinate with the Board’s approved time line of when document issues must come 
to the OMS Board’s attention.  (see above)  The ED shall track Working Group 
progress and, in the event he/she becomes concerned that progress is inadequate, 
shall first consult with the working group chair.  If such consultation fails to resolve 
the problem, the Executive Committee shall be informed immediately.   
 
Working groups shall strive for consensus.  When working groups know there are 
strong differences that should be expressed on a specific issue in the document, 
comments reflecting two or more positions may be developed by the working groups. 
 
 All members of a working group shall have the opportunity to read a “draft” section of 
an issues document, and offer suggestions and changes at least once prior to 
submittal to the Executive Director for inclusion in an OMS document.  If more than 
one workgroup is assigned to work on an issue, each working group must have an 
opportunity to read a “draft” section and offer suggestions and changes at least once 
prior to submittal to the Executive Director for inclusion in the OMS document.  
When two or more working groups have provided sections of the draft documents, 
the ED shall assure the internal consistency of the completed document, whether 
draft or final. 
 
The chair or chairs of the working groups involved shall submit the document to the 
ED in a timely manner.   
 
The ED will only include information in issues documents that follows the procedure 
outlined in this section “Preparation of the Issues Document.”  Exceptions:  There 
may be situations when short timelines, or other factors, do not allow all steps of this 
process to take place.  The ED should then note, in an attachment to the draft 
document, which steps have not taken place in preparation of the document. 
 
 
*Suggested inserts are underlined. 
 


