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OMS Cost Allocation Principles Committee 

Response of the Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity, 

the Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers, the Louisiana Energy Users Group 

and the Texas Industrial Energy Consumers to the 

OMS’s Stakeholder Feedback Request 

Question Number 2 

November 9, 2020 
 

The Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity (“ABATE”), the Illinois 

Industrial Energy Consumers (“IIEC”), the Louisiana Energy Users Group (“LEUG”) 

and the Texas Industrial Energy Consumers (“TIEC”) (collectively, “Industrial 

Customers”) appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments regarding 

transmission benefit metrics to the Organization of MISO States (“OMS”) in response to 

the October 13, 2020 request for stakeholder feedback from the OMS Cost Allocation 

Principles Committee.  These comments respond to question number 2 of the OMS’s 

request for feedback. 

 

 

OMS Question No. 2 

 

MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, 

and MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings.  Do these three benefit metrics capture all 

of the quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission? If they do not: 

 

(A) Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How? 

 

(B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new 

transmission? How should the new benefits be quantified? 

 

 

Response of Industrial Customers 

 

 Industrial Customers support further efforts at MISO to incorporate additional 

metrics to quantify the benefits of economic transmission projects and to allocate the cost 

of such projects.  Indeed, we were supportive of MISO’s proposal to add two new benefit 

metrics for MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings and avoided reliability project 

savings in the context of MISO’s recent transmission cost allocation filings at the FERC. 

 

We believe that several new, quantifiable metrics should be explored through the 

MISO stakeholder process to ensure that all concrete project benefits are captured and 

reflected in both project evaluation and cost allocation.  Adding new benefit metrics 

beyond the existing three approved metrics for economic projects could enhance the 

accuracy of the cost allocation for such projects and make the allocation more consistent 

with the distribution of project benefits.  
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However, it is very important to ensure that any such new benefit metrics are limited 

to metrics that can be concretely and objectively quantified and that are not duplicative of 

forecasted Adjusted Production Cost (“APC”) savings or other savings that are already 

being claimed.  The MISO stakeholder committees are the appropriate forum to evaluate 

any proposed new benefit metrics to ensure that they meet the foregoing criteria and to 

develop the details of the methods that will be applied to quantify such benefits. 

 

Industrial Customers support efforts to evaluate the following potential new benefit 

metrics in the MISO stakeholder process: 

 

1. Reduced Transmission Energy Losses 

2. Reduced Capacity Costs Due to Reduced Peak Load Losses 

3. Reduced Congestion During Transmission Outages 

4. Future Capacity Expansion Deferral Due to Increased Capacity Import and Export 

Limits  

5. Reduced Capacity Auction Clearing Prices 

6. Reduced Reliability-Must-Run (“RMR”) Costs 

7. Avoided Market-to-Market (“M2M”) Congestion and Reduced M2M Payments 

8. Reduced Ancillary Services Costs 

9. Reduced Fixed Generation Costs 

10. Reduced Transmission Service Payments 

 

All of the aforementioned metrics can be concretely and objectively quantified.  

However, it is important to ensure that the any savings associated with these metrics do 

not double count savings that are already reflected in MISO’s existing benefit metrics, 

such as the APC metric. 

 

As noted above, we are opposed to the adoption of new benefit metrics that are not 

concrete and that are subjective, highly speculative and/or very difficult to quantify.  The 

following are examples of such metrics that have been previously been proposed in the 

MISO stakeholder process.  We believe that the following metrics do not merit further 

consideration by the OMS or MISO: 

 

1. Improved Grid Reliability/Stability Performance 

2. Increased Fuel Diversity 

3. Increased Load Diversity 

4. Extreme or Stressful Events (e.g. Emergency Conditions, Polar Vortex) 

5. Option Value of Transmission under Various Future Scenarios 

6. Reduced Cost of Meeting Public Policy Goals/Mandates 

7. Storm Hardening 

    

The seven metrics listed immediately above are examples of metrics that are 

complicated to define, difficult to quantify and subjective in both meaning and 

application.  For these reasons, Industrial Customers oppose efforts to incorporate such 

subjective metrics into the evaluation of MISO transmission projects or into the cost 

allocation of such projects. 
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding these comments, please do not 

hesitate to contact: 

 

Jim Dauphinais, Brubaker and Associates, Inc. (Consultant to ABATE, IIEC, LEUG and 

TIEC) 

 

jdauphinais@consultbai.com 

(636) 898-6725 

 

 

Ali Al-Jabir, Brubaker and Associates, Inc. (Consultant to ABATE, IIEC, LEUG and 

TIEC) 

 

aaljabir@consultbai.com 

(361) 994-1767 

 

 

 

mailto:jdauphinais@consultbai.com
mailto:aaljabir@consultbai.com


(2) MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided 
reliability, and MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings. Do these three benefit metrics 
capture all of the quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission? If they do not: 
A. Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How?  
B. Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new 
transmission? How should the new benefits be quantified?  
 

Alliant Energy believes that reliability and APC savings should capture a majority of 

transmission project benefits and drive the planning process.  Before looking to modify 

the MEP project category, time should be allowed in order assess the impacts of the 

recent changes made.  This is consistent with past practice as the MEP project category 

has been adjusted over time.   

To the extent new benefit metrics are considered, it should be made clear how a new 

metric is able to provide distinct and quantifiable benefits to customers.  Ultimately, it is 

most important to focus on ensuring the right solutions are selected to address system 

needs and that the transmission planning process appropriately considers all potential 

solutions. 

 

 

 



Feedback to OMS Cost Allocation Principles Committee Q2 submitted on behalf of Ameren, ITC Holdings, 
MidAmerican Energy and Xcel Energy 
 
Question 2: MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, and MISO-
SPP Settlement Agreement savings. Do these three benefit metrics capture all of the quantifiable benefits 
provided by new transmission? If they do not: 

(A) Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How? 
(B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new transmission?    How should 

the new benefits be quantified? 
 
(A)  The three benefit metrics listed above are only those used for Market Efficiency Projects (MEPs).  MISO’s 

Tariff defines additional benefit metrics and these metrics have been used successfully in the past for 
Multi-Value projects (MVPs).  The MVP benefit metrics are outlined in the Tariff as follows: 
a.  Production cost savings where production costs include generator startup, hourly generator no-load, 

generator energy and generator Operating Reserve costs. Production cost savings can be realized 
through reductions in both transmission congestion and transmission energy losses. Productions cost 
savings can also be realized through reductions in Operating Reserve requirements within Reserve 
Zones and, in some cases, reductions in overall Operating Reserve requirements for the Transmission 
Provider. 

b.  Capacity losses savings where capacity losses represent the amount of capacity required to serve 
transmission losses during the system peak hour including associated planning reserve. 

c.  Capacity savings due to reductions in the overall Planning Reserve Margins resulting from transmission 
expansion. 

d.  Long-term cost savings realized by Transmission Customers by accelerating a long-term project start 
date in lieu of implementing a short-term project in the interim and/or long-term cost savings realized 
by Transmission Customers by deferring or eliminating the need to perform one or more projects in the 
future. 

e.  Any other financially quantifiable benefit to Transmission Customers resulting from an enhancement to 
the Transmission System and related to the provisions of Transmission Service. 

 
The Production Cost Definition used for MVPs expands on the Adjusted Production Cost (APC) benefits 
currently considered for MEPs by including APC impacts from reduced losses and operating reserve reductions.  
All of the currently approved MVP and MEP metrics should be applied to quantify project benefits (removing 
any overlapping benefits) for projects identified in the Long Range Transmission Planning initiative, since these 
metrics have already been approved by FERC and are described in the MISO Tariff and Business Practices 
Manual.  Tariff changes will be needed to modify the MVP category to develop beneficiary-targeted cost 
allocation for individual projects or sub-regional portfolios, or these additional metrics should be incorporated 
into a new project category. 
 
(B)  Additional Benefit Metrics have been discussed over the past several years at the Planning Sub-Committee 

(PSC).  The PSC discussions include ideas for how MISO can quantify the new metrics under consideration   
Some promising new metrics from that list include: 
• Resilience Benefits from increased generation & load diversity, and Insurance value against extreme 

events 
• Reduced cost of meeting public policy goals and mandates 
• Additional APC benefits from considering the congestion that results from planned and forced 

transmission outages (which is not currently captured in PROMOD analysis) 
 
Ameren, ITC, MidAmerican and Xcel Energy also suggest the OMS consider a new benefit metric which 
could help fairly allocate the costs of backbone transmission projects and/or network upgrades between 
generators and load.   
 
Our group of aligned Transmission Owners thanks the OMS for taking a leadership role to revisit MISO Cost 
Allocation issues and appreciates this opportunity to comment.    



Clean Grid Alliance and American Wind Energy Association 

Response to Question #2 from the OMS Cost Allocation Principles Committee 

  

Clean Grid Alliance (CGA) and the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) appreciate the 

opportunity to provide feedback to the Organization of MISO States (OMS) Cost Allocation Principles 

Committee regarding benefit metrics used in MISO’s cost allocation (CA) methodologies. 

 

MISO’s three current benefit metrics for Market Efficiency Projects (MEPs) do not adequately estimate 

the benefits expected to accrue from the addition of new transmission projects. The fact that a limited set 

of benefit metrics is used results in an underestimation of overall benefits that customers would see if 

transmission was ultimately constructed.  This, combined with the required 1.25 B/C ratio for MEPs, as 

well as the fact that benefits are only considered for the first 20 years of the life of transmission upgrade, 

results in an evaluation of transmission projects that is unreasonably conservative.  This outcome must be 

addressed, and one avenue for doing so is by including more benefit metrics in the analysis.  The Brattle 

Group has written a number of reports1 on benefit metrics to evaluate the value of new transmission, and 

these well-reasoned reports should be considered by the CAPCom and MISO.  We highlight below some 

modifications or additional benefit metrics that should be priorities for the CAPCom, MISO, and 

stakeholders to focus on first to improve regional cost sharing methodologies for the MISO footprint.  We 

also note that all benefit metrics should be applied to all network transmission upgrades and additions in 

order to reflect their true expected benefits to all beneficiaries. 

 

Question 2(A) Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How? 

• MISO’s current Adjusted Production Cost metric would  be improved by: 

o Including the value of mitigating congestion that arises between day-ahead and real-time markets. 

Brattle Group finds that the value of diversity, aka transmission connectivity, to mitigate 

congestion arising from load and renewable generation forecast uncertainty can be between 2 and 

20 times greater than benefits quantified via a deterministic, perfectly forecasted approach;  

o Including the value of reduced transmission losses that result from a more robust transmission 

grid;  

o Including the additional value of transmission additions when realistic expectations of 

transmission outages are modeled; and 

o Implementing the approach developed through the MTEP20 North Region Targeted Study which 

models the value of addressing non-thermal transmission system constraints. 

• MISO’s “avoided reliability project” benefit metric should be revised so that it is not overly 

restrictive and better represents the real reliability benefits of network transmission upgrades. 

 

Question 2(B) What new benefit metrics are needed and how should they be quantified? 

• MISO should develop an approach to capturing the resilience value of transmission as MISO has been 

experiencing more extreme weather events.  

• Generation Capacity Cost Savings should be evaluated by estimating: 

o Avoided generation capacity as a result of reduced peak energy losses; 

o Increased access to generation resources, especially low cost capacity in remote parts of the 

MISO footprint, which can aid utilities in meeting their local reliability requirements; and 

o Increased access to system flexibility, primarily in the form of ramping capability, which will be 

critical under higher wind and solar deployment.  

• Transmission can reduce the cost to MISO utilities and states in meeting public policy goals, and 

MISO should also calculate the decarbonization benefits of transmission.  

 
1 The first of these reports is “A WIRES Report on The Benefits of Electric Transmission: Identifying and 

Analyzing the Value of Investments”, WIRES and The Brattle Group, July 2013, 

https://cleanenergygrid.org/uploads/WIRES%20Brattle%20Rpt%20Benefits%20Transmission%20July%202013.pdf 



OMS Cost Allocation Principles Committee: Stakeholder Feedback Request 
 

Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
City Water, Light & Power (City of Springfield, IL) 

Hoosier Energy 
Southern Illinois Power Cooperative 

 
November 9, 2020 

 
Question 2 

 
 
As Transmission Owners in MISO, we appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
questions provided to the RECBWG mailing list on October 13, 2020. 
 
2) MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, and 

MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings. Do these three benefit metrics capture all of the 
quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission? If they do not: 
A. Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How?  
B. Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new transmission? 

How should the new benefits be quantified? 
 
Response: 
 
The three benefit metrics do not capture all of the quantifiable benefits provided by new 
transmission.  It is likely impossible to do so with any set of benefit metrics, but MISO should do the 
best they can to capture quantifiable, realizable benefits.   
 
Some benefits are more speculative than others and should not be used.  Several benefit metrics 
intend to capture “avoided costs” if a project is approved.  Some avoided costs are reasonable, like 
the adjusted production cost or settlement agreement savings, because they are formulaic, not 
discretionary.  Others, however, like future capacity expansion deferrals, reserve margin savings, or 
reduced costs of meeting public policy goals are more speculative because the cost that is 
potentially “avoided” has a reasonable chance of never being incurred in the first place.  Speculative 
avoided cost calculations, those reflecting discretionary actions by entities in MISO, should not be 
adopted.  
 

A. The three benefit metrics currently in use do not require revision. 
B. New benefit metrics may be reasonable.  They should be developed within the RECBWG 

stakeholder process. They should be quantified as much as possible using the MISO 
transmission and generation system models, capturing the benefits of projects modeled on 
a “with and without” basis, and relying on economic dispatch or other formulaic methods 
instead of discretionary, arbitrary assessments of costs incurred or benefits achieved. 

 
Thank you for considering this feedback. 
 



 

 

Entergy Response to OMS Cost Allocation Principles Committee Question 2:  Do the current three 
benefit metrics capture all of the quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission?  If they do not: (A) Should 
the current benefit metrics be revised? How?  (B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received 
from new transmission? How should the new benefits be quantified? 
 
Consistent with our response to OMS CAP Question #1, Entergy believes the outcomes achieved with the FERC 
cost allocation-related orders earlier this year were reasonable with regard to the addition of new benefit 
metrics to MEPs and reflected an equitable compromise balancing the positions of numerous stakeholders with 
diverse interests, so we generally see little value in reopening the topic of transmission cost allocation so quickly 
on the heels of the recent multi-year effort, nor do we think the need for unidentified further changes has been 
established.    
 
Regarding benefit metrics specifically, MISO’s current suite of benefit metrics emerged after an extensive, multi-
year review process and was adopted with clear stakeholder support and compelling evidence/analysis 
confirming that the measures are non-duplicative of other metrics and would capture meaningful and 
quantifiable benefits.  Due to the rigor of the prior review process, which utilized the Planning Subcommittee to 
evaluate the multiple potential benefits suggested by stakeholders in feedback provided to MISO, Entergy 
believes that the existing set of MEP benefit metrics is reasonable and appropriately captures the quantifiable 
benefits potentially provided by new transmission.  As part of the latest round of cost allocation reform, 
numerous alternative metrics were offered, evaluated by MISO, and ultimately dismissed  for a variety of 
reasons, such as concern that they would be duplicative of existing metrics or attempt to track benefits that are 
illusory in nature or difficult to quantify.   
 
Entergy is skeptical that engaging in another search for benefit metrics would produce any significant gains for 
MISO stakeholders, particularly since MISO does not intend to perform an MCPS in 2021, and stakeholders will 
not  have an opportunity to observe the results of the current metrics in the study that would typically apply 
them over even one planning cycle. If additional benefit metrics nonetheless are to be considered at this time, 
Entergy suggests the following: 
 

• A clear set of principles should be established in advance that ensures that any potential revisions to existing 

metrics or creation of additional metrics is reasonably expected to create real, measurable  benefits that are 

non-duplicative of benefits captured in other metrics and are practical to implement.  

• The process should begin with a report-out from MISO on the benefit metrics recently discussed in the 

Planning Subcommittee and reviewed by MISO at the November 2, 2020 OMS Cost Allocation Team 

meeting.   

• Any evaluation of possible shortcoming(s) of the current benefit metrics should begin with an evaluation of 

the future needs that are expected to arise but would not be met by the existing metrics.  It is important 

that analysis consider the details of resource commitments and other goals announced by utilities, relative 

to possible paths for utilities to meet announced goals.  Entergy believes the current approach may fail to 

consider alternate paths for achieving plan objectives through other zero-carbon resources and carbon 

offsets, and these assumptions may, in turn, result in overstating the potential future transmission needs in 

the region. 

In sum, we believe that it is premature to delve into a new round of cost allocation discussions at this juncture, 
and that there ought to be an opportunity to observe the results of the just-approved new metrics through 
planning studies before conclusions are drawn regarding whether  the current metrics leave significant benefits 
uncaptured or fail to produce projects that address system needs appropriate for regional cost allocation.  If a 
re-examination nonetheless occurs, the recommendations above should be adopted. 



 
ENVIRONMENTAL SECTOR’S RESPONSE TO CAPCOM QUESTION # 2 ON BENEFIT METRICS 

 
MISO’s current set of benefit metrics and associated calculation methodologies do not capture all of the quantifiable 
benefits provided by new transmission projects. Moreover, the current methodologies used to apply existing benefit 
metrics are unreasonably conservative when the required B/C ratio is combined with benefits analysis considers only 20 
years of benefits and a limited range of actual benefits.  
 
QUESTION A ON REVISIONS TO EXISTING BENEFIT METRICS:  
1. MISO’s current Adjusted Production Cost metric does not capture the full benefits of adding new transmission 

projects. The current APC metric: 
● Fails to capture the value of mitigating congestion that arises between day-ahead and real-time markets as a result 

of load forecast and renewable generation forecast uncertainty. A Boston University and Brattle study  finds that 
the value of diversity--a/k/a transmission connectivity--to mitigate congestion caused by forecast uncertainty can 
be between 2 and 20 times greater than benefits quantified via a deterministic, perfectly forecasted approach1, 
and those benefits increase with increased renewables penetration;  

● Does not capture reduced transmission losses in the transmission network as a result of enhanced transmission 
capacity;  

● Does not consider the value of transmission additions when realistic expectations of transmission outages are 
modeled; and 

● Does not capture the value of congestion avoided by adding new transmission lines to address non-thermal 
transmission system constraints. MISO should fully implement the modeling approach it developed as part of the 
MTEP20 North Region Targeted Study.  

 
2. In addition to the above proposed improvements to the APC methodology, MISO’s current “avoided reliability project” 
benefit metric is overly restrictive due to the requirements that any project eliminating the need for other reliability-
driven projects (a) must displace an already-planned BRP in Appendix A and (b) has an in-service date after the eliminated 
project would have been in service.  One possible alternative approach could be to evaluate a base-case with no proposed 
transmission solutions, essentially a current-day status quo scenario, for what upgrades would be needed to meet NERC 
standards and the cost associated with those needed solutions, then determining which of those upgrades would be 
avoided by the proposed transmission solution. The benefits would be the avoided capital costs of reliability upgrades.  
 
QUESTION B ON PROPOSED NEW BENEFIT METRICS: 
1. Resiliency Benefit - MISO should develop an analytical approach and associated quantified benefit metric to capture 

the value of increased transmission network resilience to withstand low probability, high impact events caused by 
extreme weather.  

2. Avoided Generation Capacity Costs - First, greater connectivity via transmission expansion can lower local reliability 
requirements, by enabling states and utilities to access least-cost capacity resources from distant parts of the MISO 
footprint. Second, increased wind and solar development is driving an increased need for system flexibility, primarily 
in the form of multi-interval ramping capability, across the MISO footprint, which can be served in part by transmission 
additions that can deliver this capability from existing resources. Third, transmission will facilitate MISO member 
utilities’ and states’ renewable targets by optimizing region-wide renewable energy development, leveraging 
complimentary generation profiles, for lowest total system cost.  

3. Health benefits from reduced criteria air pollutant emissions - Transmission can result in lower air pollutant emissions 
by enabling access to more efficient generation, which typically lowers emissions. Avoided emissions can be estimated 
by production cost models or estimated exogenously;  avoided emissions of fine particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, 
and sulfur oxides between the base dispatch case and proposed transmission solution can be compared and converted 
into avoided mortality and morbidity impacts, and their associated economic values using published factors or tools. 
Economic value of health benefits is a component of a “societal cost test” approach. Even if not considered as a 
monetary benefit, these benefits can be reported as supplemental information and used in decision-making.   

4. Flexibility - the importance of flexibility cannot be underestimated for a decarbonized generation portfolio.  Metrics 
that quantify the benefits of flexibility for a high penetration of  renewables must be quantified and considered when 
selecting alternative improvements to the grid.   

 
1http://www.bu.edu/ise/files/2020/09/value-of-diversifying-uncertain-renewable-generation-through-the-transmission-system-093020-final.pdf 



Louisiana Commission Response to OMS CapCom Question No. 2. 
 
 
Do the current three benefit metrics capture all of the quantifiable benefits 
provided by new transmission?  If they do not: (A) Should the current benefit 
metrics be revised? How?  (B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the 
benefits received from new transmission? How should the new benefits be 
quantified? 
 

The Louisiana Commission participated in the MISO RECBWG process that 
took place between 2017 and 2019, which examined potential additions to the 
MEP benefit metrics. The process examined several potential additional metrics 
offered by MISO in a strawman proposal plus some others offered by stakeholders.  
That process, after much discussion and stakeholder input, resulted in the two new 
metrics recently approved by FERC (avoided reliability projects and MISO-SPP 
settlement cost savings).  Other potential metrics were not pursued generally 
because they were duplicative (would double-count benefits already captured in 
the existing Adjusted Production Cost (APC) metric), infeasible, and/or unlikely to 
result in material quantifiable benefits.  

 
Based upon that process, the Louisiana Commission is not aware of any 

quantifiable benefits that are not captured and that could be provided by new 
transmission.  In addition, those new metrics recently have been approved, and the 
process was recently completed. Nothing has changed to require those issues to be 
re-examined at this time.  

 
(A).  No.  
 
(B).  No. 
 
If the benefit metrics process is re-opened, only metrics that are quantifiable, 

verifiable, real, and not duplicative of existing metrics should be considered.  
  



Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. (MDU) 
Cost Allocation Principles Committee Stakeholder Feedback 
Question 2 
 
MISO currently uses three benefit metrics:  adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, and 
MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings.  Do these three benefit metrics capture all of the 
quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission?  If they do not: 

(A) Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How?  
The current cost allocation principles are ok except for the issue in (1) above.  
(Response to 1: Current cost allocation methods do not fit current generation and load 
growth trends) 
(B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new 
transmission? How should the new benefits be quantified?  

 
 



Owners Feedback on CAPCom Question #2                            See page 2 for a listing of Owners supporting these comments 
 
MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, and MISO-SPP Settlement 
Agreement savings. Do these three benefit metrics capture all of the quantifiable benefits provided by new 
transmission? If they do not: 

(A)Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How? 

The three benefit metrics listed above are only used for Market Efficiency Projects (MEPs) and should not be revised.  
FERC approved two new benefit metrics for MEPs in July, following four years of stakeholder discussions.  Renewed 
discussion is unlikely to yield a different outcome. 

(B)Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new transmission?    How should the 
new benefits be quantified? 

The Owners support the project types and benefit metrics currently in the MISO Tariff. To help inform consideration of 
new project types or new cost allocation under the new Long Range Transmission Planning initiative, some Owners 
support using all the benefits approved by FERC as studies begin and some Owners support evaluation of the approved 
benefit metrics and education on how they are applied before determining if they should be used as studies begin. In 
addition to the MEP metrics, MISO has used additional benefit metrics successfully in the past for Multi-Value projects 1 
(MVPs).  The MVP benefit metrics are outlined in the Tariff as follows: 

a) Production cost savings where production costs include generator startup, hourly generator no-load, generator 
energy and generator Operating Reserve costs. Production cost savings can be realized through reductions in 
both transmission congestion and transmission energy losses. Production cost savings can also be realized 
through reductions in Operating Reserve requirements within Reserve Zones and, in some cases, reductions in 
overall Operating Reserve requirements for the Transmission Provider. 

b) Capacity losses savings where capacity losses represent the amount of capacity required to serve transmission 
losses during the system peak hour including associated planning reserve. 

c) Capacity savings due to reductions in the overall Planning Reserve Margins resulting from transmission 
expansion. 

d) Long-term cost savings realized by Transmission Customers by accelerating a long-term project start date in lieu 
of implementing a short-term project in the interim and/or long-term cost savings realized by Transmission 
Customers by deferring or eliminating the need to perform one or more projects in the future. 

e) Any other financially quantifiable benefit to Transmission Customers resulting from an enhancement to the 
Transmission System and related to the provisions of Transmission Service. 

The Production Cost definition used for MVPs expands on the Adjusted Production Cost (APC) benefits currently 
considered for MEPs by including APC impacts from reduced losses and operating reserve reductions.    

Over the last few years, MISO and its stakeholders have explored additional metrics, but few were broadly supported.  If 
stakeholders want to review benefit metrics again, the Owners suggest that we review the MVP metrics given that they 
were successful in the past.  However, given the length of time since they were adopted and the potential to use them 
for a new project type, the Owners support reexamining the MVP metrics.  In order to be applied during the LRTP effort, 
the MVP benefits would need to have a cost allocation method that is based upon a calculated "beneficiary pays" 
methodology. 

A majority of Owners also would support a review of additional metrics that may reflect benefits that are not quantified 
today.  Any new benefit metrics should meet the following criteria in order to be considered: (1) Quantifiable; (2) 
Repeatable; and (3) Not duplicative of benefits that are already captured in another metric.  

A review also should consider the granularity of benefits.  Some benefits may provide regional or more local benefits 
that could be a useful consideration when costs are allocated. 

 

 
1 The Owners are speaking strictly about the benefit metrics for MVPs and are not collectively taking a position on whether or not the current cost 
allocation methodology for MVPs, including the footprint wide postage stamp, is still appropriate.  



Owners Feedback on CAPCom Question #2                            See page 2 for a listing of Owners supporting these comments 
 
Owners supporting these comments: 

Ameren Services Company (Ameren Missouri; Ameren Illinois; Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois); AEP Indiana 
Michigan Transmission Company; American Transmission Company LLC; Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation; Big 
Rivers Electric Corporation; Central Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; City Water, Light & Power (Springfield, IL); 
Cleco Power LLC; Cooperative Energy; Dairyland Power Cooperative; Duke Energy Business Services, LLC for Duke Energy 
Indiana, LLC; East Texas Electric Cooperative; Entergy Operating Companies (Entergy Arkansas, LLC; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Mississippi, LLC; Entergy New Orleans, LLC; Entergy Texas, Inc.); Great River Energy; GridLiance Heartland 
LLC; Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & Light 
Company; International Transmission Company (ITCTransmission; ITC Midwest LLC; Michigan Electric Transmission 
Company, LLC); Lafayette Utilities System; MidAmerican Energy Company; Minnesota Power; Missouri River Energy 
Services: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern Indiana Public Service Company; Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern States Power Company, a Wisconsin corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy Inc.; 
Northwestern Wisconsin Electric Company; Otter Tail Power Company; Prairie Power Inc.; Republic Transmission, LLC; 
Southern Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana; 
Wabash Valley Power Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power Supply Cooperative, Inc. 
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Mississippi Public Service Commission (MPSC) Response to OMS CAPCom Question No. 2 

November 9, 2020 
 

CAPCom asked: Do the current three benefit metrics capture all of the quantifiable benefits provided by 

new transmission?  If they do not: (A) Should the current benefit metrics be revised? How?  (B) Are new 

benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new transmission? How should the new 

benefits be quantified? 
 

MPSC RESPONSE  

 

First, it is not clear why this question was even posed.  The CAPCom was not formed to create new 

benefit metrics for transmission evaluation, adopt state-approved transmission metrics, or even assess the 

current MISO metrics, including the new metrics proposed by MISO and stakeholders and recently-
accepted by FERC.  CAPCom’s purpose is narrow – address cost allocation issues connected to the MISO 

Long-Range Transmission Planning Process through a set of OMS principles.  The Committee should re-

center its focus on its original purpose, which is substantial, rather than focusing on other issues. 

 

Second, in response to Question 2(A), the current three Market Efficiency Project benefit metrics should 
not be revised.  The current metrics were just reviewed, at length, for three years in the RECBWG.  Some 

18 candidate benefit metrics were considered at length in the MISO stakeholder process, and two that met 

reasonable criteria were selected, filed at FERC, and accepted.  Included in that filing was a commitment 

by stakeholders and MISO to wait three years, review the results, and then consider whether addition 

changes to metrics and/or cost allocations were warranted after we had experience with the reduction in 
MEP voltage and application of the new metrics. State Commission representatives participated in that 

process from beginning to end.   CAPCom’s Question no. 2 could be perceived as an attempt by OMS to 

circumvent the stakeholder process and our joint commitment to review metrics and cost allocation after 

they have been in effect and applied for three years.  

 

Third, in response to Question 2(B), the answer is no, for the reasons stated above. 
 

Finally, rather than diving into potential new benefit metrics and/or possible revisions to the existing 

metrics, Mississippi urges the CAPCom to first develop a set of principles that could be used to evaluate 

potential benefit metrics for LRTP projects. Mississippi suggests the following criteria:   

 
(a) quantifiable; (b) subject to accurate measurement; (c) not short-term or subject to change due 

to changing system conditions (e.g., shifting energy flows and future planned transmission 

upgrades); (d) not hypothetical; (e) not duplicative or overlapping with other benefit metrics, (f) 

forward-looking (i.e., not based on historic system operations or past transmission 

congestion/constraint values), and (g) verifiable after-the-fact. 
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Northern Indiana Public Service Company LLC (NIPSCO), serving 468,000 electric customers in Northwest Indiana, 
appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback to the OMS regarding cost allocation principles that is supplemental to 
the majority of TOs.  The second cost allocation question that was posed by the OMS is:   
 
MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, and MISO-SPP Settlement 
Agreement savings. Do these three benefit metrics capture all of the quantifiable benefits provided by new 
transmission? If they do not: 

(A)Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How? 

NIPSCO supports the Transmission Owner’s comments that the current set of Market Efficiency Project metrics should 
remain unchanged, at a high level.  

In addition, NIPSCO believes that there may be improvements that could be made to the way benefits are counted.  For 
example, if company A is currently paying lower than average energy costs due to congestion and company B is currently 
paying higher than average energy costs due to congestion, is there any benefit to society to relieving congestion?  
Some would say there is no net benefit and some would say there are only benefits to company B.  How this scenario is 
viewed may yield vastly different outcomes.   

Since benefitting company B would be the only party paying for cost of the congestion relieving project, possibly we 
should only consider positive beneficiaries (winners) when testing for the MEP qualification that benefits exceed costs 
by a ratio of 1.25.  As long as there is no net harm to society (i.e. net benefits are not negative), haven’t we 
accomplished the goal?     

The Adjusted Production Cost calculation itself could be further modified to include more assumed unhedged 
congestion cost than it currently does.  We know from many MISO reports that MISO customers in general are only 
around 80% hedged against congestion costs.  

(B)Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new transmission?    How should the 
new benefits be quantified? 

NIPSCO supports the comments submitted by the Transmission Owners that support a review of additional metrics that 
may reflect benefits that are not quantified today.  NIPSCO also agrees that any new benefit metrics should meet the 
following criteria in order to be considered: (1) quantifiable; (2) repeatable; and (3) not duplicative of benefits that are 
already captured in another metric.  
 
In addition, if a new project type is needed where costs are shared between generation and load, the existing metrics 
may already be adaptable for this purpose.  Without adding a new benefit metric, APC benefits could be calculated for 
new queue generators as well as expected load by placing them into the existing economic models in pseudo areas.  
Then perform the normal economic project evaluation comparing APC before and after for each area  

NIPSCO agrees that a review should also consider the granularity of benefits.  Some benefits metrics may provide a fine 
enough measure to differentiate between regional and local benefits.  This could help transition away from general 
assumptions and would be useful to ensure costs are allocated to beneficiaries. 

 



Prairie Power Inc.  
Cost Allocation Principles Committee Stakeholder Feedback 
Question 2 
 
MISO currently uses three benefit metrics:  adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, and 
MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings.  Do these three benefit metrics capture all of the 
quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission?  If they do not: 

(A) Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How?  No 
(B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new 
transmission? How should the new benefits be quantified?  
There has not been enough time since the avoided reliability and SPP Settlement 
Agreement metrics were added to warrant making a change at this time.  

 
 
 



 
 
10/29/2020 
 
Question #2 DUE: NOVEMBER 9 
 
 MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided reliability (upgrades?), 
and MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings. Do these three-benefit metrics capture all the 
quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission? If they do not: (A) Should the three-benefit metrics 
currently in use be revised? How? 
 
Response: Measuring the benefits as currently designed is adequate.  Quantifying the benefits of 
transmission upgrades is a very complex and time-consuming task for MISO.  All stakeholders would 
benefit from keeping the benefit metrics as simple and straightforward as possible. 
 
(B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new transmission? How should 
the new benefits be quantified? 
Response:  No, it Vectren’s opinion that new benefits metrics are not needed.  
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback 
 
 
 
 
Kimberly Dunning 

Manager, MISO Affairs 



November 9, 2020 
 

OMS Cost Allocation Principles Committee: Stakeholder Feedback Request 
WEC Energy Group Response 
 
Q(2):  MISO currently uses three benefit metrics:  adjusted production cost, avoided reliability, and 
MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings.  Do these three benefit metrics capture all of the quantifiable 
benefits provided by new transmission?  If they do not: 

(A) Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How? 
(B) Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new transmission?  
How should the new benefits be quantified? 

 
A(2):  The existing benefits metrics, and in particular the Adjusted Production Cost (APC) savings metric, 
appropriately capture the quantifiable benefits of transmission projects proposed to increase economic 
efficiency.  WEC Energy Group acknowledges that all transmission infrastructure, regardless of its 
original intent, has benefits that are difficult to quantify, including but not limited to operational 
flexibility (n-1-1), planning flexibility, voltage and dynamic stability improvement, resilience, load and 
resource diversity (leading to reduced planning reserve margin requirements), and the ability to 
interconnect new generation.  As discussed during the November 2 CAPCom meeting, there is a point of 
diminishing returns where attempting to quantify obscure benefits and beneficiaries becomes overly 
burdensome and costly in terms of time and resources.  The challenge in any transmission cost 
allocation discussion is identifying where on the spectrum of benefits that point lies for different project 
types. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  11-9-2020 
 
OMS CAPCom Stakeholder Feedback Request Question: 
 
(2) MISO currently uses three benefit metrics: adjusted production cost, avoided 
reliability, and MISO-SPP Settlement Agreement savings. Do these three benefit 
metrics capture all of the quantifiable benefits provided by new transmission? If they do 
not: 

A. Should the three benefit metrics currently in use be revised? How? 
B. Are new benefit metrics needed to reflect the benefits received from new 

transmission? How should the new benefits be quantified? 
DUE: NOVEMBER 9 

The Public Service Commission appreciates the ability to address this issue.   

During 2020, the FERC approved a new MISO cost allocation mechanism for Market 

Efficiency Projects (MEPs).  This brand new mechanism has not had the opportunity to 

be used, which has not allowed MISO stakeholders to appropriately address any 

shortcomings or strengths.  For that reason, the MEP category should be kept intact 

without the addition of new metrics until it comes up for review in three years as 

specified in the tariff.   

That said, the PSCW believes with appropriate in-depth investigation and necessary 

analysis, vetted according to strong evaluation standards, that OMS CAPCom examine 

long range transmission projects driven by considerations beyond congestion relief. For 

instance, subjects might include the potential consideration of sub-regional EHV arising 

out of MISO’s LRTP effort, as well as the addition of policy drivers, such as goals to 

reduce carbon, etc.  How these components would fit into a cost allocation regime 

merits similar careful study. 

-#- 


