
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

Public Citizen, Inc.,    ) 
   Complainant  )  
  v.    )  Docket No. EL15-70-000 
Midcontinent Independent System   ) 
 Operator, Inc.,    )    
   Respondent.  ) 
      ) 
The People of the State of Illinois  ) 
 By Illinois Attorney General  ) 
 Lisa Madigan,    )       
   Complainant  )  
  v.    )  Docket No. EL15-71-000 
Midcontinent Independent System   ) 
 Operator, Inc.,    )   
   Respondent.  ) 
      ) 
Southwestern Electric Cooperative, Inc., ) 
   Complainant  )  
  v.    )  Docket No. EL15-72-000 
Midcontinent Independent System   ) 
 Operator, Inc.,    ) 
Dynegy, Inc., and    ) 
Sellers of Capacity into Zone 4 of the )  
 2015-2016 MISO Planning   ) 
 Resource Auction    )   
   Respondents.  ) 
      ) (not consolidated) 

 
ANSWER OF MIDCONTINENT INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR, INC. 

  
Pursuant to Rules 206 and 213 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“Commission” or “FERC”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.206 and 213 

(2015), Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) answers the complaints filed 

by Public Citizen, Inc. (“Public Citizen”)1, The People of the State of Illinois, By Illinois 

                                                 
1  Complaint of Public Citizen, Inc., Public Citizen, Inc. v. Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., Docket No. 

EL15-70-000 (filed May 28, 2015) (“Public Citizen Complaint”). 
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Attorney General Lisa Madigan (“Illinois AG”)2, and Southwestern Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

(“Southwestern”)3 (collectively, the “Complainants”).  In this Answer, MISO addresses general 

allegations and allegations that are specific to MISO’s conduct.  It does not address allegations 

that are specific to the conduct of Dynegy, Inc. (“Dynegy”) or MISO’s Independent Market 

Monitor (“IMM”).4  Attachments A, B, and C set forth paragraph specific answers to Public 

Citizen, the Illinois AG and Southwestern’s complaints, respectively.  In support MISO states as 

follows:   

I. 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

This is a case about MISO following its FERC-accepted Tariff.  The Tariff contains rules 

that apply to MISO’s Planning Resource Auction (“PRA” or “Auction”)5.  MISO followed its 

Commission-accepted, Tariff-based rules, and its IMM confirmed that the Auction both 

complied with the Tariff and produced the results it should have produced.  Although MISO 

followed its Tariff, the Auction produced higher prices than previously experienced in one 

particular region of MISO – Local Resource Zone 4 (“Zone 4”) (i.e., Illinois).  Those higher 

prices are the source of the Complainants’ discontent.  However, MISO conducted the Auction 

exactly as required under its Tariff, and none of the Complainants provide any evidence to the 

contrary.  Accordingly, these complaints should be dismissed with prejudice.   

                                                 
2  Complaint of People of the State of Illinois, The People of the State of Illinois, By Illinois Attorney General 

Lisa Madigan v. Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., Docket No. EL15-71-000 (filed May 28, 2015) 
(“Illinois AG Complaint”). 

3  Complaint of Southwestern Electric Cooperative, Inc., Southwestern Electric Cooperative, Inc. v. Midcontinent 
Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., et. al., Docket No. EL15-72-000 (filed May 29, 2015) (“Southwestern Complaint”). 

4  Pursuant to MISO’s Open Access Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff, FERC Electric 
Tariff, Fifth Revised Vol. No. 1 (“Tariff”), MISO retains the IMM to conduct market monitoring and 
mitigation activities.  MISO’s IMM is Potomac Economics, Inc. 

5  Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein have the meanings ascribed thereto in section 1 of the Tariff. 
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As detailed below, each of the complaints, in various degrees, attacks the results of 

MISO’s 2015-2016 PRA with respect to the Zone 4 clearing price.  Each complaint asserts that 

the clearing price for Zone 4 is unjust and unreasonable because the clearing price was $150 per 

MW-day, which exceeds the Zone 4 clearing prices for the 2014-2015 and 2013-2014 PRAs and 

also exceeds the 2015-2016 clearing prices for other Local Resource Zones in the MISO region.   

That the latest Zone 4 PRA clearing price is higher than the PRA Zone 4 results in prior 

Auctions does not establish that the price is unjust and unreasonable; or that the price was the 

product of any lack of oversight or administration on MISO’s part; or that the price was the 

product of market manipulation, all as alleged by Complainants.  That the price is higher also 

does not establish that MISO violated any rules concerning the conduct of the Auction, and none 

of the complaints makes such an allegation.   

Complainants fail to cite facts that, even if proven, would establish that MISO did not 

follow the procedures for the Auction, or otherwise would provide a basis for finding that the 

Zone 4 price established by the Auction was unjust and unreasonable.  Rather, their arguments 

are speculative, constitute collateral attacks, inappropriately purport to apply precedent, and do 

not recognize the requirements of MISO’s Tariff.  As such, the Commission should dismiss the 

complaints with prejudice. 

For example, Public Citizen speculates that the rate for Zone 4 “may be the result of 

illegal manipulation and gaming of the auction bidding process . . .”6 and that “Dynegy may have 

engaged in intentional capacity withholding . . .”7 Similarly, Southwestern asserts that “[m]arket 

failures of the type experienced in Zone 4 may be the result of either a market design failure or 

                                                 
6  Public Citizen Complaint at 1 (emphasis added). 
7  Public Citizen Complaint at 3 (emphasis added). 
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market manipulation.”8  The Commission should follow its long-standing policy of rejecting 

these kinds of speculative allegations.9 

The Commission should also follow its long-standing policy of rejecting collateral 

attacks on its prior orders.10 One or more collateral attacks lie at the heart of each of the 

complaints.  Examples of those collateral attacks are Complainants’ arguments about the 

Commission’s approval of Dynegy’s acquisition of generating facilities from Ameren 

Corporation (“Ameren”), faulting the Commission for: 

• “rel[ying] on rather simplistic screens to test market power, and [for 
not analyzing] the acquisitions’ impact on future capacity auctions . . . 
as part of FERC’s approval of the transaction;”11 

• “rel[ying] on arguments made by Dynegy and Ameren to decline 
consideration of the purchase’s impact on competition within Zone 
4;”12 and 

• allowing “Dynegy/Ameren [to limit their] market power analysis to an 
examination of the proposed transaction’s effect on the greater MISO-
wide market without consideration of specific sub-markets within 
MISO.”13   

 Public Citizen and the Illinois AG did not intervene in the relevant Commission 

proceeding involving Ameren’s application to sell the generating assets to Dynegy, and 

Southwestern, which did participate in that proceeding, complained only about the impact of the 

                                                 
8  Southwestern Complaint at P 66 (emphasis added). 
9  See, e.g., Cal. Mun. Utils. Ass’n. v. Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 126 FERC ¶ 61,315, at P 70 (2009) 

(“CMUA v. CPUC”). 
10  See, e.g., New England Conference of Pub. Utils. Comm’rs, Inc.  v. Bangor Hydro-Electric Co., 135 FERC 

¶ 61,140, at PP 27-28 (2011). 
11  Public Citizen Complaint at 8. 
12  Illinois AG Complaint at P 23. 
13  Southwestern Complaint at P 53. 
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transaction on the sale of ancillary services.14  In ruling on the Ameren/Dynegy application, the 

Commission rejected a protest that asserted that Dynegy’s proposed acquisition of the Ameren 

generating facilities should be analyzed in a submarket, finding that the MISO balancing 

authority area properly defined the geographic market for purposes of analyzing horizontal 

market power issues.15 

Incorrect interpretations of judicial precedent also do not support granting relief.  For 

instance, Public Citizen’s complaint contains an erroneous discussion of the United States Court 

of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit’s (“Ninth Circuit”) recent opinion in California v. Harris, 784 

F.3d 1267 (9th Cir.) (“Lockyer II”) that conflates a price charged under a market-based rate tariff 

with the filed tariff itself.  Public Citizen ignores the fact that the case law it cites concerned 

sellers’ after the fact filings of deficient quarterly reports and that the sales prices reflected in the 

quarterly reports were not filed at FERC in advance of the transaction.  Public Citizen’s 

arguments are at odds with appellate rulings that the Commission’s ex post review of quarterly 

reports of sales prices satisfies the filed-rate doctrine and the Federal Power Act (“FPA”).16  

Public Citizen’s contention that there is a requirement to submit sales prices derived from PRA 

results to the Commission “in advance of collection” is contrary to Lockyer I and II, as well as 

other judicial and Commission precedent.  Public Citizen’s position would negate the market-

based rate regime fostered by Commission policies for almost 20 years.   

                                                 
14  See Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶61,034 (2013) (“Ameren Energy”).  One sentence in 

Southwestern’s Protest did aver that Dynegy’s witness concerning market power issues analyzed market power 
in the context of MISO as a whole, rather than examining the issue in the context of Zone 4 only.  However, 
the issue was not significant enough to Southwestern for it to have made any other mention of it in its Protest. 

15  Id. at P 55.  
16  Wah Chang v. Duke Energy Trading and Marketing, LLC, 507 F. 3d 1222 (9th Cir. 2007). 
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The Illinois AG seeks relief based on arguments that contradict long-standing 

Commission policy regarding market-based rates.  It would have the Commission limit rates “to 

a level that is not . . . above [a] supplier’s internal cost.”17  But that request ignores the 

underlying concept of market-based rates and the Supreme Court’s admonition, albeit in a 

different context, that equated reliance on a supplier’s marginal costs as “a reinstitution of cost-

based . . . regulation.”18 

The complaints also err by disregarding indisputable facts, ignoring Tariff provisions, 

and urging the Commission to declare the Zone 4 Auction Clearing Price unjust and 

unreasonable without citing any applicable provisions of the MISO Tariff.  Specifically, the 

Illinois AG admits that the Initial Reference Level of $155.79 “was based on the [PJM 

Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”)] weighted average resource clearing price, as specified in 

MISO’s tariff.”19  However, it asks that the Commission set the Initial Reference Level on some 

other basis.20  Public Citizen also would have the Commission disregard MISO’s Tariff in 

suggesting that MISO should have reduced the Local Clearing Requirement for the 2015-2016 

PRA for Zone 4.  MISO determined that 85 percent of the capacity for Zone 4 had to be located 

within that zone.  The 85 percent level for the Local Clearing Requirement was determined as a 

function of the local reliability needs of Zone 4, the capacity within that zone, and the extent of 

                                                 
17  Illinois AG Complaint at P 52. 
18  Morgan Stanley Capital Group Inc. v. Pub. Util. Dist. No. 1 of Snohomish Cty. Wash., 554 U.S. 527, 550 

(2008) (“Morgan Stanley”).   Public Citizen also would invalidate the Regional Transmission Organization 
structure which is central to the Commission’s almost 20-year effort to unbundle the electric industry. (“This 
fundamental flaw exposes MISO’s political science problem: FERC has placed a private organization in charge 
of developing power markets . . .”).  Public Citizen Complaint at 6.  These arguments far exceed the issue of 
the outcome of the Zone 4 PRA. 

19  Illinois AG Complaint at P 45 (footnotes omitted) (emphasis added). 
20  See Illinois AG Complaint at PP 46-50. 
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import capability into Zone 4.21  Stated differently, determination of the Local Clearing 

Requirement is mathematics, based on a formula established in the Tariff.  Yet, Public Citizen 

complains that by “[f]ailing to adjust that Local Clearing Requirement after Dynegy significantly 

altered the generation ownership in the Zone [MISO] may have facilitated Dynegy’s ability to 

execute a capacity withholding scheme.”22  Public Citizen does not explain, however, how MISO 

could set aside the mathematical calculation its Tariff requires or how local reliability needs 

would have been satisfied under its approach given the amount of capacity in Zone 4 and 

capacity import limits.  

Another shortcoming in the complaints concerns allegations regarding a proposal made 

by MISO to combine Zones 4 and 5 on its system, which MISO allegedly withdrew because: 

according to Public Citizen, Dynegy bullied it with a threat to defect to PJM;23 according to the 

Illinois AG, because of Dynegy’s objection to the proposal;24 and according to Southwestern, 

due to pressure from Dynegy.25  As is explained below, these allegations have no basis in fact.  

MISO did study and engage its stakeholders in discussions about combining Zones 4 and 5, and 

decided not to make a Tariff filing for the 2015-2016 PRA because additional consideration was 

warranted based on extensive stakeholder feedback.  That decision was made based upon the 

requirements of the Tariff, overall stakeholder input, and MISO’s independent analysis - not 

based on threats or pressure from Dynegy. 

                                                 
21  See Section III.C, infra. 
22  Public Citizen Complaint at 4. 
23  Public Citizen Complaint at 5. 
24  Illinois AG Complaint at P 20. 
25  Southwestern Complaint at P 52. 
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The Commission also should disregard Complainants’ arguments about Dynegy 

obtaining market power through its acquisition of Ameren’s generating assets.  As discussed 

above, Complainants did not participate in the relevant Commission proceeding to raise their 

concerns, and have identified no basis in the Tariff to raise these same issues with respect to the 

Auction.    

Complainants’ failures to cite facts to support their claims that the Zone 4 price 

established by the Auction was unjust and unreasonable require dismissal of the Complaints.  No 

Complaint has alleged that MISO did not follow the applicable Tariff rules for conducting the 

Auction.  Thus, the Commission should reject all claims that the clearing price produced by the 

2015-2016 PRA for Zone 4 is unjust and unreasonable, reject Southwestern’s request for a 

waiver of the 2015-2016 PRA results, and reject the request for an evidentiary hearing.  It also 

should reject the Illinois AG’s request for Alternative Dispute Resolution (“ADR”) procedures.   

MISO is currently engaged in a broad range of stakeholder discussions regarding its 

Resource Adequacy Requirements and is prepared to consider proposals to modify the manner in 

which Auction Clearing Prices are established prospectively as part of that ongoing process.  

Such a stakeholder process likely will enhance the level of participation of interested parties 

compared to Settlement Judge procedures proposed by the Complainants.  As a result, MISO 

believes that discussions about the appropriateness of combining Zones 4 and 5, and other 

aspects of MISO’s Resource Adequacy Requirements, should continue to be conducted through 

the stakeholder process, which will more inclusively engender broad stakeholder and state 

regulator involvement as compared to Settlement Judge procedures.  Finally, although MISO 

submits that the complaints should be dismissed, if the Commission determines that certain 
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issues require a hearing, MISO does not object to Complainants’ request for Fast Track 

Processing. 

II. 
BACKGROUND ON RESOURCE ADEQUACY REQUIREMENTS IN THE MISO 

REGION  

On June 11, 2012, the Commission conditionally approved MISO’s proposal to enhance 

its Resource Adequacy Requirements by establishing an annual construct based upon meeting 

reliability requirements on a locational basis, including the use of an annual Planning Resource 

Auction.26  MISO implemented the Resource Adequacy Requirements, which became fully 

effective on June 1, 2013.  While the Resource Adequacy Requirements impose some mandatory 

obligations on entities that serve load to secure enough capacity to meet the demand 

requirements of their load plus an added margin of reserves, these entities are afforded several 

options to meet the requirements.  In addition to purchasing capacity through the annual 

voluntary Planning Resource Auction, a load serving entity may contract for capacity, or use 

resources that entity owns.27  This flexibility allows such entities to evaluate their own needs and 

risk tolerance, and affords “multiple options to minimize the financial consequences of the 

Planning Resource Auction.”28 

A key component of the Resource Adequacy Requirements is establishment of Local 

Resource Zones.  As MISO explained in its transmittal letter accompanying the filing, 

“[c]reation of appropriately sized Local Resource Zones will facilitate the development of 

locational capacity market mechanisms to send economic signals to the marketplace that capacity 

                                                 
26  Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012). 
27  MISO Tariff at Section 69A. 
28  See Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. Tariff Filing, Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. 

Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER11-4081, Transmittal Letter at 5 (filed July 20, 2011). 
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may have additional value if it is located in one location rather than another.”29   The MISO 

region currently has nine Zones.  Each year, MISO calculates a variety of parameters relating to 

its implementation of the PRA.  For example, Local Reliability Requirements (“LRRs”) are set 

for each Zone to establish the minimum amount of Planning Resources needed to maintain 

MISO’s Loss of Load Expectation (“LOLE”) of 1 day in 10 years within each Zone, without 

consideration of Planning Resources outside of the Zone that could be accessed through 

transmission ties.30  MISO also establishes a Local Clearing Requirement (“LCR”) for each 

Zone,31 which is the minimum amount of Planning Resources required to be sourced within the 

Zone while fully using the Capacity Import Limit (“CIL”) for the Zone.32  Capacity Export 

Limits (“CEL”) are also established for each Zone.33  MISO also may consider certain 

adjustments necessary to maintain any intra-regional flow ranges established under applicable 

seams, coordination, or transmission service agreements.34  These requirements and limits are 

used as inputs to the PRA to ensure that the proper amount of Planning Resources is maintained 

in the right locations to safeguard reliability. 

                                                 
29  See id. at 8. 
30  MISO Tariff at Section 68A.5. 
31  MISO Tariff at Section 69A.6. 
32  MISO Tariff at Section 69A.4. 
33  Id. 
34  MISO Tariff at Section 69A.3.1. 
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III. 
ARGUMENT 

A. Burden of Proof 

A party filing a FPA Section 206 complaint bears the burden of proof to show that the 

existing rate is unjust and unreasonable.35  “Thus, in meeting its FPA section 206 burden, a 

challenging party must furnish the Commission with a satisfactory evidentiary record that 

demonstrates how and why the existing rate is unjust and unreasonable . . .”36  Such a record 

may not be “comprised of unsubstantiated speculation. Specifically, the Commission has found 

that ‘[d]isputed facts cannot be mere allegations, the complainant must make an adequate proffer 

of evidence’ to support its claim.”37  The Commission will not “create the support for a claim by 

drawing a chain of unsupported inferences.”38  As demonstrated below, Complainants have not 

set forth adequate facts sufficient to satisfy their burden of demonstrating that the Zone 4 

clearing price is unjust and unreasonable. 

B. Complainants Have Not Demonstrated That The Zone 4 Clearing Price Is Unjust 
and Unreasonable 

Complainants raise a host of claims in alleging that the clearing price produced in the 

2015-2016 PRA for Zone 4 is unjust and unreasonable.  The cornerstone of each claim is that the 

Auction Clearing Price was $150/MW-day, as compared to a clearing price of $16.75/MW-day 

in the 2014-2015 PRA and as compared to the 2015-2016 PRA clearing prices of less than 

                                                 
35  CMUA v. CPUC, 126 FERC ¶ 61,315 at P 70.  
36  Id. at P 71. 
37  Id. at P 72 (citations omitted).  
38  BP W. Coast Products LLC & Chevron Products Co., 121 FERC ¶ 61,239, at P 35 (2007) (citation omitted). 
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$3.50/MW-day for other MISO Local Resource Zones.39  Complainants attempt to support their 

claims that the price set by the Auction was unjust and unreasonable by asserting that the 

Auction result may have been a product of Dynegy exercising market power or engaging in 

market manipulation, such as through withholding.40  Their claims also all rely on comparisons 

of the Zone 4 clearing price in the 2015-2016 PRA to the clearing prices in prior Auctions and/or 

the clearing prices in the 2015-2016 PRA for other zones.41  The Illinois AG additionally sets 

forth certain data, and based on those data asserts that “[t]he reference price for the MISO PRA 

is not based on marginal cost or actual costs to provide capacity in MISO PRA zones.”42  That 

assertion appears to be in support of a position that clearing prices always must reflect marginal 

costs (e.g., the title for that section of the Illinois AG’s Complaint is “Public Reference Levels 

Did Not Drive Prices To Marginal Cost”43).  The Illinois AG further asserts that publicly 

announcing the Initial Reference Price “enables generators to base their bids on PJM prices 

without regard to the generators’ actual costs, resulting in rates that are not based on cost and are 

not just and reasonable.”44  That latter argument, although raised separately, fits in with the 

Illinois AG’s opposition to the “uniform-price auction structure” of MISO’s Auctions.45  

                                                 
39  Illinois AG Complaint at PP 1-3, 8-11, 38-51; Public Citizen Complaint at 1; Southwestern Complaint at PP 

12-17. 
40  See, e.g., Illinois AG Complaint at PP 10, 12, 24-35, 38-42 and 44; Public Citizen Complaint at 1-3; 

Southwestern Complaint at PP 1-29. 
41  See, e.g., Illinois AG Complaint at PP 9-11, Public Citizen Complaint at 3, Southwest Complaint at PP 1-2. 
42  Illinois AG Complaint at P 50. 
43  Illinois AG Complaint at P 43 (Heading D). 
44  Illinois AG Complaint at P 51. 
45  See Illinois AG Complaint at P 36-37. 
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Southwestern also contends that the Zone 4 PRA result may have been caused by a “flawed 

market design.”46 

As indicated above, MISO will not address allegations of misconduct on Dynegy’s part.  

The specific levels of Dynegy’s offers into the market and the reasons behind its strategies are 

best addressed by Dynegy.  MISO also will not address the manner in which its IMM 

specifically evaluated Market Participant conduct during the Auction since it is the role of the 

IMM to evaluate whether market participants offered capacity into the market in compliance 

with the rules established in the Tariff.47  However, MISO notes that it previously advised the 

Illinois AG: “The Independent Market Monitor reviewed the offers and determined that the final 

results were not impacted by physical or economic withholding and other conduct prohibited by 

MISO’s Tariff.”48 

Complainants’ other arguments alternatively: (1) rest on certain facts which, if proven or 

even if undisputed, are irrelevant, (2) are inconsistent with the design of market based rates in 

general and the specific Commission-accepted design of MISO’s PRAs, or (3) attack the single 

clearing price market structure the Commission has approved for every Regional Transmission 

Organization that operates an organized capacity market.  None of those arguments support the 

Commission granting the complaints.  Rather, the failure of Complainants to provide relevant 

factual or legal support for their allegations requires dismissal of each of the complaints. 

                                                 
46  Southwestern Complaint at P 66. 
47  MISO Tariff at Section 69A.7.1 (“The Independent Market Monitor will review the actions of 

owners/operators of all Unforced Capacity from Planning Resources and conversion to ZRCs to evaluate 
potential withholding of Planning Resources from the PRA, consistent with Module D.”)   

48  Letter from Kari A. Bennett, Senior Corporate Counsel, MISO, to Cara Hendrickson, Chief of the Public 
Interest Division of the State of Illinois Office of the Attorney General 2 (Apr. 24, 2015) (appended to 
Southwestern’s Complaint as Exhibit No. SWN-3) at 3-4.  
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First, the fact that the Auction clearing price for Zone 4 in the 2015-2016 PRA departs 

substantially from results in other prior Auctions or the clearing prices in other Zones proves 

nothing.  Different results by location and by year can occur for multiple reasons, including 

commercial decisions of market participants (both on the supply and the demand side), and 

available capacity offered into an Auction.  In the 2015-2016 PRA, higher priced local resources 

were needed to meet the Local Reliability Requirement in Zone 4 because fewer resources were 

offered in at zero prices, and because more price sensitive offers were submitted compared to the 

prior Auction.49  Additionally, more capacity was procured through the Auction than through 

bilateral contracts as compared to capacity acquisitions in the prior year.50  Moreover, different 

Zones may be affected by different rules applied by different state agencies to utilities’ 

procurement of supply for end-users.  Each of these factors resulted in higher prices than in the 

2014-15 PRA, and are examples of factors that can raise rates wholly independently of any seller 

misconduct. 

Second, the Illinois AG’s arguments suggesting that either market manipulation or a 

flawed market design resulted in a Zone 4 price that does not reflect marginal costs or actual 

costs to supply capacity in MISO’s PRA zones conflict with Commission policy regarding 

market-based rates in general and the Commission’s specific orders that approved the design of 

MISO’s PRAs. 

                                                 
49  Exhibit No. 1 at 23 (April 30, 2015 presentation given by MISO to SAWG regarding the 2015-2016 PRA 

results and showing a reduction of Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (“FRAP”) and Self-Scheduled Zonal 
Resource Credits (“ZRC”) for Zone 4 from 7,926 MWs in 2014-2015 to 6,538 MWS in 2015-2016) (available 
at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/SAWG/2015/20150430/20
150430%20SAWG%20Item%2002%20ab%202015-16%20PRA%20Summary.pdf.). 

50  Id. (showing that the number of megawatts offered into the PRA that were price sensitive (i.e., not bid into the 
PRA at $0 due to a bilateral transaction) increased from 4,318 MWs in the 2014-2015 PRA to 5,456 MWs in 
the 2015-2016 PRA). 
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The Supreme Court has noted that the justness and reasonableness of market-based prices 

should not be evaluated based on a comparison to marginal costs, since any such evaluation 

would constitute an improper attempt to re-institute cost-based regulation.51  And consistent with 

its policies that long ago departed from cost-based regulation in electric markets, the 

Commission in authorizing MISO’s Resource Adequacy Requirements explicitly ruled that “[a]s 

we have found for other markets, it is reasonable for a seller to receive the applicable 

competitive price, even if the price exceeds the seller’s net marginal costs.”52   

Also incorrect is the Illinois AG’s implicit assertion that the Zone 4 clearing price must 

reflect the actual costs to provide capacity in MISO PRA zones in order to be just and 

reasonable.  As the Illinois AG’s own witness recognizes, “[t]he structure of the MISO capacity 

Auction is established in its tariffs, approved by the Commission.”53  Section 64.1.2 in Module 

E-1 of MISO’s Tariff, which the Commission accepted in Docket No. ER11-4081 on June 11, 

2012, establishes thresholds for identifying economic withholding.  Section 64.1.2.f establishes 

general criteria for identifying economic withholding in relation to Zonal Resource Credit 

Offers.  Section 64.1.4.e establishes the specific parameter to be used in establishing an Initial 

Reference Level for that purpose.  It provides that the Initial Reference Level “will be based on 

the estimated opportunity cost of exporting capacity to a neighboring region.”  Section 64.1.4.e.i 

provides further detail, requiring the IMM to “estimate the Reference Level for Planning 

                                                 
51  See Morgan Stanley, 554 U.S. at 550. Cost-based regulation includes both the costs of capital as well as a 

reasonable return for fixed investment costs.   
52  Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199, at P 290 (2012) (citing N.Y. Indep. Sys. 

Operator, Inc., 103 FERC ¶ 61,201, at P 7 (2003) (accepting a capacity Auction market in NYISO); and New 
England Power Pool, 100 FERC ¶ 61,287, at P 71 (2002), order on reh’g, 101 FERC ¶ 61,344 (2002) 
(accepting locational marginal pricing in the energy market in ISO-NE)). 

53  Illinois AG Complaint at Exhibit 1 at P 11 (Affidavit of Robert McCullough). 
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Resources based upon best available Capacity pricing data from neighboring regions, available 

bilateral Capacity contract information and the results of voluntary capacity auctions.” 

These provisions appropriately reflect the policy embodied in the Commission’s approval 

of MISO’s Resource Adequacy Requirements that relies on competitive prices, as noted above.  

Under that policy, the marginal costs of an individual generator are irrelevant to a determination 

of whether a generator may be engaging in economic withholding.  Rather, the structure the 

Commission approved for MISO’s PRAs focuses on competitive prices and a generator’s 

opportunity costs.  That construct is economically rational.  If a generator can sell its capacity in 

one market for $20/MW-day but can sell it an adjacent market at a price of $150/MW-day, it 

would be economically rational for the generator to sell its capacity in the higher-priced market.  

Such a sale would not constitute economic withholding.  And the sale price of $150/MW-day is 

just and reasonable here since it is below the threshold for economic withholding under the 

specific parameters of Section 64.1.4 of MISO’s Commission-accepted Tariff.54     

MISO was required to, and did, follow its Tariff in establishing the Zone 4 clearing price 

that resulted from the 2015-2016 PRA.  None of Complainants’ claims regarding price 

differentials, marginal costs or actual costs allege that MISO failed to follow its Commission-

accepted Tariff or provide any basis for determining that the Zone 4 clearing price was unjust 

and unreasonable. 

Similarly, the Illinois AG’s and Southwestern’s oppositions to a single clearing price 

auction provide no basis for a finding that the Zone 4 clearing price that resulted from the 2015-

                                                 
54  Furthermore, to the extent the sale occurs, it would lower costs in the neighboring market; buyers in that 

market would not make the effort to purchase capacity from outside their market if it were available at the 
same price from generators in their own market.  While purchasers in the exporting zone may not appreciate 
the effect of this arbitrage opportunity, from a broader regional and national perspective, that export option 
enhances efficiency and competition. 
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2016 PRA was unjust and unreasonable.55  To the extent the Illinois AG and Southwestern take 

issue with MISO’s Commission-accepted market design, they are free to file separate complaints 

under FPA Section 206 requesting a re-examination of the Commission’s long-standing policy 

promoting the existence and operation of such market pricing rules.  Opposition to that well-

established market design, however, in no way aids the Complainants’ claim that the 2015-2016 

PRA Zone 4 result was unjust and unreasonable.  In the same vein, the Illinois AG’s complaint 

provides no basis demonstrating that MISO published the Initial Reference Level for the PRA56 

in contradiction of MISO’s Tariff requirements.  Section 64.1.4.e.(ii) of the Tariff requires that 

the Initial Reference Level be published in advance of an Auction, which is precisely what 

MISO’s IMM did.  Complaints regarding such publication of the Initial Reference Level in 

advance of the Auction thus should be disregarded. 

C. MISO’s Calculation Of The Local Clearing Requirement And Related Capacity 
Import Limit For Zone 4 Was Just and Reasonable In Compliance With The Tariff 

Public Citizen improperly criticizes MISO for not adjusting Zone 4’s Local Clearing 

Requirement after Dynegy acquired the Ameren assets. As described in detail below, however, 

MISO’s Tariff provides a specific set of rules to derive each Local Resource Zone’s Local 

Clearing Requirement, which MISO properly implemented for Zone 4.  Public Citizen fails to 

provide any description of how MISO’s actions in compliance with those rules were not in 

compliance with MISO’s Tariff.  Since Public Citizen has the burden of proof in an FPA Section 

206 proceeding, its unsupported claim that MISO should have adjusted the Zone 4 Local 

Clearing Requirement to account for the Dynegy acquisition should be dismissed.   

                                                 
55  MISO notes that the Commission has approved single clearing price auctions in markets operated by the ISO-

New England, Inc., New York Independent System Operator, Inc., and PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., as well as 
for MISO.  

56  Illinois AG Complaint at P 51. 
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Relatedly, Southwestern complains that MISO made certain methodological changes to 

how it calculated Zone 4’s Capacity Import Limit that resulted in the Capacity Import Limit 

decreasing, which “exacerbated an already flawed market structure that would permit a single 

supplier to so dominate the market.”57  In particular, Southwestern states that MISO revised “the 

universe of potentially binding transmission constraints to include lower voltage facilities,” 

which increased the number of potentially binding transmission constraints.58  As described 

below, Southwestern fails to allege, let alone prove, that MISO failed to follow its Tariff when 

calculating the Capacity Import Limit for Zone 4.  The methodological changes described by 

Southwestern were made in compliance with MISO’s Tariff, appropriately enhanced the LOLE 

analysis reflecting the actual transmission constraints on the system, and were discussed with and 

reported to stakeholders at the time.59  Southwestern and Public Citizen’s accusations regarding 

the Local Clearing Requirement and Capacity Import Limit should be dismissed. 

The Local Clearing Requirement is the “minimum amount of Unforced Capacity that is 

physically located within [a Local Resource Zone] that is required to meet the [Loss of Load 

Expectation] while fully using the Capacity Import Limit for such [Local Resource Zone].”60  

Section 68A.6 of MISO’s Tariff mandates that MISO “establish the Local Clearing Requirement 

for each [Local Resource Zone] by subtracting the [Local Resource Zone’s Capacity Import 

                                                 
57  Southwestern Complaint at PP 38-41. 
58  Id. at P 39. 
59  See  Exhibit No. 2 at 2  (excerpt from MISO Planning Year 2014 LOLE Study Report describing the 

significant enhancements to the LOLE analysis, including consideration of all facilities under MISO functional 
control, regardless of the voltage level, as potentially limiting and utilizing MISO generation local to a zone for 
import limit analyses) (available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Study/LOLE/2014%20LOLE%20Study%20Report.pdf). 

60  MISO Tariff at Section 34, Definitions - L. 
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Limit61] from the [Local Resource Zone’s Local Reliability Requirement].”  Consistent with that 

formula, for the 2015-2016 Planning Year MISO calculated the Zone 4 Local Clearing 

Requirement to be 8,851.8 MWs (11,981.8 MW Local Reliability Requirement minus 3,130 MW 

Capacity Import Limit).  Therefore, 85 percent of the capacity procured through the 2015-2016 

Planning Resource Auction was required to be sourced from Zone 4 (8,851.8 MW Local 

Clearing Requirement divided by 10,419.5 MW Planning Reserve Margin Requirement).  MISO 

was not permitted under its Tariff to alter that result.    

Moreover, Sections 68A.4 and 68A.5 of MISO’s Tariff provide the factors to be used to 

determine the Capacity Import Limit for each Local Resource Zone.  These provisions of the 

Tariff do not contemplate MISO adjusting the resulting Local Clearing Requirement for changes 

in generation ownership within the zones, as suggested by Southwestern and Public Citizen.  

Specifically, Section 68A.4 of MISO’s Tariff states that MISO: 

will determine the CIL . . . for each of the [Local Resource Zones] 
. . . by considering factors, including but not limited to, the 
following elements: (1) existing and planned Transmission System 
and Planning Resource additions; (2) transmission import and 
export capability; and (3) applicable NERC contingencies.  
[MISO] will model the physical location of Load and Planning 
Resources to determine the CIL . . . for each [Local Resource 
Zone].  

 Dynegy’s purchase of Ameren’s generation units did not affect the transmission system 

or transmission import and export capability of Zone 4, nor could it have had any effect on 

NERC contingencies.  In addition, the units purchased by Dynegy were previously included in 

Zone 4.  Therefore, they did not constitute a Planning Resource addition.  While MISO is 

permitted to consider factors not listed, in order to be consistent with the focus of the Tariff 

                                                 
61  The CIL is the “amount of Planning Resources in MWs for [a Local Resource Zone] determined by [MISO] 

that can readily imported into that [Local Resource Zone].”  MISO Tariff at Section 35, Definitions - C. 
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section, such factors also must have an effect on the transmission import capability into Zone 

4.62  Dynegy’s acquisition of Ameren’s generation units simply did not have that effect.  It would 

have been faulty planning to change the Capacity Import Limit for the sole purpose of expanding 

the number of generators included in the calculation when there were no changes that increased 

transmission import capacity into the zone. 

While Southwestern correctly notes that Zone 4’s Capacity Import Limit decreased from 

6,614 MW in the 2013-2014 PRA to 3,310 MW in the 2015-2016 PRA,63 the decrease was 

mainly due to a stakeholder-vetted change in the methodology that more accurately calculated 

the Capacity Import Limit for each Local Resource Zone.  In the 2013-2014 PRA, MISO 

calculated each Zone’s Capacity Import Limit based upon a transfer analysis that presumed that 

constraints did not exist on the transmission lines under MISO’s functional control that were at 

voltage levels of 200kV or less.  After the 2013-2014 PRA, MISO implemented a more detailed 

transfer analysis that included consideration of all the transmission lines under MISO’s 

functional control to calculate Capacity Import Limits.  The change better modeled actual 

constraints on MISO’s system.  By using the more accurate Capacity Import Limit, the PRAs 

more accurately determined how much capacity investment within a zone could be deferred by 

relying on imports.  The 2015-2016 PRA demonstrated that Zone 4 could only import 

approximately half of the capacity MISO had previously estimated.  The more accurate 

assessment produced a better picture of capacity required within Zone 4 by correctly reflecting 

import capability into the Zone considering all transmission limitations, specifically those 

limitations on facilities under 200kV.  Further, PRA results based upon Southwestern’s 

                                                 
62  See MISO Tariff at Section 68A.3. 
63  Southwest Complaint at P 40. 
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suggested model would have (1) cleared resources in zones outside of Zone 4 to provide capacity 

when such capacity may not have been deliverable due to transmission constraints, and (2) failed 

to provide accurate zonal capacity price signals in Zone 4 because actual constraints upon import 

capacity recognized by the current method would be ignored. 

In addition to providing a more accurate model of the MISO system, MISO’s decision to 

model all of the transmission facilities under its functional control was fully vetted by its 

stakeholders.  In June 2013, MISO began a stakeholder process (through the Loss of Load 

Expectation Working Group (“LOLEWG”) and Supply Adequacy Working Group (“SAWG”) 

stakeholder groups) to provide a more detailed and documented methodology for conducting its 

Planning Reserve Margin studies that, among other things, calculated the Local Resource Zone’s 

Capacity Import Limits.  As a part of that process, MISO proposed to conduct its transfer 

analysis and calculate the Capacity Import Limits based on the methodology described above.  In 

July 2013, MISO received comments from stakeholders regarding its proposal, distributed a draft 

Resource Adequacy Business Practice Manual (“BPM”) that included the description of the 

change in methodology, and noted in its presentation to stakeholders that one of the assumptions 

of the new methodology was that the transfer analysis would consider constraints on all facilities 

that MISO had functional control over regardless of voltage level.   

Through the summer of 2013 and into the Spring of 2014, MISO refined its model and 

transfer analysis based on stakeholder feedback and the draft results of the transfer analysis was 

shared with stakeholders.  While MISO received comments generally on the BPM and related 

matters, MISO did not receive any comments from its stakeholders, including Southwestern, 

urging it to not conduct its transfer analysis based on all of the transmission facilities under its 

functional control or regarding the constraints identified in Zone 4.  In May 2014, MISO 
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presented its final changes to Resource Adequacy BPM, which included a statement that the 

transfer analysis would consider all of the transmission facilities under its functional control.  

The revised Resource Adequacy BPM was posted and made effective on September 1, 2014.  It 

included Section 5.2.1.2 of the Resource Adequacy BPM which states that one of the general 

assumptions of the transfer analysis used to calculate the Capacity Import Limit is that the 

models “include all facilities under MISO functional control . . .” 

Public Citizen and Southwestern’s allegations that MISO improperly calculated the Local 

Clearing Requirement and related Capacity Import Limit are without merit.  MISO followed its 

Tariff and Resource Adequacy BPM when making the necessary calculations.  Further, its 

methodology accurately reflected all of the transmission constraints on its system (not just those 

involving transmission facilities that are 200 kV or higher) and that methodology was vetted by 

its stakeholders.  

D. Complainants Have Not Demonstrated That MISO Was Required to Combine 
Zones 4 and 5 Under Its Tariff 

The Complainants argue that MISO appeased Dynegy by not making a Tariff filing to 

combine Local Resource Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-2016 PRA.64  However, despite 

complaining that MISO did not move forward with combining the Zones, the Complainants fail 

to provide any factual support regarding why the Zone combination is required or supported by 

MISO’s Tariff.  Further, Complainants’ allegations are unfounded.  Contrary to their assertions, 

MISO was not bullied by Dynegy into foregoing a requested combination of Zones 4 and 5 into a 

new Zone.  Employing a robust stakeholder process, MISO properly decided that it should not 

make a Tariff filing to change the geographical boundaries of Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-2016 

                                                 
64  See Illinois AG Complaint at P 20; Public Citizen Complaint at 2, 5-6; Southwestern Complaint at P 59. 
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PRA, and instead should further consider that combination of Zones within the context of a 

broader evaluation around Zonal boundaries.  Therefore, as described below, the Complainants 

did not meet their burden of proof to show that MISO failed to follow its Tariff. 

The geographical boundaries of Zones 4 and 5 were developed pursuant to the six 

considerations listed in Section 68A.3 of MISO’s Tariff: “(1) the electrical boundaries of Local 

Balancing Authorities; (2) state boundaries; (3) the relative strength of transmission 

interconnections between Local Balancing Authorities; (4) the results of LOLE studies; (5) the 

relative size of [Local Resource Zones]; and (6) natural geographic boundaries such as lakes and 

rivers.”  On July 11, 2012, in compliance with the June 11 Order, MISO filed a map of the 

geographical boundaries of its Local Resource Zones, including Zones 4 and 5.65  The map is 

currently pending before the Commission in Docket No. ER11-4081-002.  Subsequently, on July 

22, 2013, MISO filed an updated map of its Local Resource Zones in anticipation of the MISO 

South Integration by adding two additional Local Resource Zones for the MISO Region (Zones 8 

and 9), and that map was conditionally accepted the Commission subject to the outcome of the 

proceeding in Docket No. ER11-4081-002.66   

On April 2, 2014, MISO received a letter from Ameren requesting that MISO combine 

Local Resource Zones 4 and 5 effective for the 2015-2016 PRA.67  Prior to this request, no entity 

had requested that MISO reevaluate its Local Resource Zone boundaries (as opposed to drawing 

new boundaries for systems being added into MISO, as was the case with MISO South).  MISO 

discussed Ameren’s request with its stakeholders at an April 9, 2014 LOLEWG stakeholder 

                                                 
65  See Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. Compliance Filing, Midwest Indep. 

Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER11-4081, Transmittal Letter at 8-10 (filed July 11, 2012). 
66  Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 144 FERC ¶ 61,232, at P 11 (2013) (“September 26 Order”). 
67  Exhibit No. 3 (April 2, 2014 Letter from Ameren Services to MISO). 
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meeting.68  At that meeting, MISO noted that Section 68A.3 of its Tariff permitted MISO to 

reevaluate the boundaries of the Local Resource Zones if certain triggers were met - viz. there 

were significant changes in membership, the Transmission System, and/or Resources.69 

MISO’s stakeholder process represents an opportunity for hundreds of representatives 

from ten diverse stakeholder sectors to share their viewpoints on issues of common concern.  

MISO can and sometimes does change its position in response to stakeholder feedback.  This 

process served as the foundation for MISO’s consideration of the proposal to combine Zones 4 

and 5.  Specifically, MISO held stakeholder meetings in May and June of 2014 to discuss the 

potential to reconfigure the boundaries of Zone 4 and 5 by combining the two Zones into one.70  

Several stakeholders (including but not limited to Dynegy) expressed concerns regarding the 

reasons for and impacts of the proposal to combine the boundaries of Zones 4 and 5.71  As a 

result, MISO decided to delay its previously announced plans to make a Tariff filing to combine 

                                                 
68  Exhibit No. 4 (April 9, 2014 MISO presentation to LOLEWG entitled “Principles on Re-evaluation of Local 

Resource Zone Boundaries”) (available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/LOLEWG/2014/20140409/
20140409%20LOLEWG%20Item%2003%20Principles%20on%20Re-
evaluation%20of%20LRZ%20Boundaries.pdf).  

69  Exhibit No. 5 at 2, Item 3 (April 9, 2014 Minutes of LOLEWG meeting) (available at   
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/LOLEWG/2014/20140507/
20140507%20LOLEWG%20Item%2001c%20Minutes%2020140409.pdf.)  

70  See Exhibit No. 6 (May 7, 2014 MISO presentation to LOLEWG) (available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/LOLEWG/2014/20140507/
20140507%20LOLEWG%20Item%2006%20LRZ%204%20and%205%20Combination%20Update.pdf ); 

 Exhibit No. 7 (June 12, 2014 MISO presentation to Joint Meeting of SAWG and LOLEWG) (available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/LOLEWG/2014/20140612
%20LOLEWG-SAWG/20140612%20LOLEWG-
SAWG%20Item%2005%20LRZ%204%20and%205%20Combination%20Update.pdf ). 

71  See Exhibit No. 8 at 3, Item 5 (June 12, 2014 Minutes of Joint Meeting of SAWG and LOLEWG) (“A 
summary of stakeholder comments and MISO responses was discussed.” …. “Stakeholders questioned if 
MISO should continue observing the market for a longer period before moving this forward, and if more 
granular data could be provided publicly.”) (available at 
(https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/LOLEWG/2014/2014081
3/20140813%20LOLEWG%20Item%2001c%20Minutes%2020140612%20LOLEWG-
SAWG%20Joint%20Meeting.pdf). 
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Zones 4 and 5, and announced this decision to stakeholders on June 24, 2014, stating in relevant 

part: 

Extensive feedback was received from stakeholders as MISO 
evaluated the combination of the Illinois [Zone 4] and Missouri 
[Zone 5] Local Resource Zones.  MISO believes it is prudent to 
address these concerns by delaying the filing, and to work with its 
stakeholders to establish a more structured and prescriptive process 
around evaluation of zonal boundaries.72 
   

This decision provided clear notice to stakeholders that MISO would not pursue a Tariff filing to 

combine the Zones for the 2015-2016 PRA.73 

The Complainants’ reliance on MISO’s initial position regarding whether to reevaluate 

combining Zones 4 and 5 to support their Complaints is unpersuasive.  The stakeholder process 

regarding the reevaluation triggers in Section 68A.3 of the Tariff was robust.  The stakeholder 

process is just that – a process.  As an independent entity, MISO listens to its stakeholders and 

adjusts its positions based on discussion in the stakeholder process and consideration of MISO’s 

Tariff provisions.  To limit MISO’s ability to do otherwise would have a stifling effect on 

MISO’s interaction with its stakeholders during the stakeholder process, undermine 

stakeholders’ ability to rely on MISO’s Tariff, and ultimately will shift more of the burden to the 

Commission to help achieve consensus and resolve disputes otherwise resolved in MISO 

processes. 

The Complaints also misstate the significance of a statement by a MISO employee at the 

May 7, 2014 meeting.  Following that meeting, MISO clearly explained to stakeholders that the 

                                                 
72  Exhibit No. 9 (June 24, 2014 email from MISO entitled “Tariff Filing Delayed for Combination of LRZ 4 and 

5”).  
73  While MISO and its stakeholders engaged in extensive discussions regarding the principles and processes for 

evaluation of Local Resource Zone boundaries (including the potential combination of Zones 4 and 5) between 
October 2014 and April 2015, the relevant time period related to future PRAs and not the 2015-2016 PRA, 
which is the focus of these instant complaints. 
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employee made a misstatement, and that MISO did not use PRA offer strategies as a basis for 

evaluating the combination of Zones 4 and 5.74  MISO does not believe that would be an 

appropriate basis to evaluate zonal boundaries under Section 68A.3 of the Tariff.75   

Finally, none of the Complainants offers a factually supported claim that combining 

Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-2016 PRA was required or even supported by MISO’s Tariff.  

Section 68A.3 of MISO’s Tariff specifies the triggers and process for reevaluation of Local 

Resource Zone boundaries.  None of the Complainants have asserted that MISO failed to follow 

or misapplied this Tariff provision.   In fact, none of the Complainants even reference the 

existence of the applicable Tariff provision.  As discussed above, MISO evaluated the 

combination of Zones 4 and 5 within the bounds of Tariff Section 68A.3.  Accordingly, the 

Commission should disregard Complainants’ assertions that the decision not to reevaluate the 

boundaries of Zones 4 and 5 was driven by pressure from Dynegy.  

E. Complainants Engage In A Collateral Attack Of Ameren Energy  

Complainants allege that Dynegy has market power in Zone 4 and that the Commission’s 

order in Ameren Energy was faulty.76  In particular, Complainants complain that the 

                                                 
74  See Exhibit No. 8 at 3, Item 5 (June 12, 2014 Minutes of Joint Meeting of SAWG and LOLEWG) (“Digaunto, 

speaking on behalf of MISO, apologized for the misstatement in the May meeting regarding PRA offer 
strategies. MISO did not use this as a basis for evaluating the merger of the two zones.”) (available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/LOLEWG/2014/20140813/
20140813%20LOLEWG%20Item%2001c%20Minutes%2020140612%20LOLEWG-
SAWG%20Joint%20Meeting.pdf).  

75  See Exhibit No. 10 at 3, Item 6 (May 7, 2014 First Version of Minutes of LOLEWG; This version of the 
minutes was not accepted by the LOLEWG but reflects MISO’s statements) (“Note: During the presentation, 
there was a misstatement concerning Planning Resource Auction offer strategies. MISO wants to assure all 
stakeholders that MISO did not use this as a basis for evaluating the merger of Zones 4 and 5. This is not an 
appropriate basis under the MISO Tariff for reevaluating the boundaries of Local Resource Zones. MISO did 
not mean to communicate or otherwise imply that any Market Participant has or may use a strategy aimed at 
manipulating Planning Resource Auction outcomes.”) (available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/LOLEWG/2014/20140611/
20140611%20LOLEWG%20Item%2001c%20Minutes%2020140507.pdf). 

76  Southwest Complaint at PP 45, 53-56; Illinois AG Complaint at PP 21-23; Public Citizen Complaint at 8-9. 
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Commission’s order in Ameren Energy only considered the effect of Dynegy’s concentration of 

capacity on a MISO-wide basis, rather than in Zone 4.77  Public Citizen also complains that 

MISO did not (1) intervene in the Ameren Energy proceeding regarding Dynegy’s application to 

acquire the Ameren generation facilities and (2) raise any “questions or concerns about the 

transaction’s implications on future capacity market auctions” in that proceeding.78   

The issues raised by the Complainants regarding the appropriateness of a regional versus 

sub regional analysis of market power issues either were raised or should have been raised in the 

Ameren Energy proceeding.  The Complainants’ attempt to raise those same issues with respect 

to the results of the 2015-16 PRA are an improper collateral attack on the Commission’s order in 

Ameren Energy.79 

Notably, Southwestern was the only Complainant to intervene or protest Dynegy’s 

acquisition of the Ameren assets.  Public Citizen and the Illinois AG have no basis to complain 

regarding the result in that proceeding when they did not participate in it.  In addition, although 

Southwestern did raise a reference to potential market power concerns in its protest to the filing 

made in the Ameren Energy proceeding, Southwestern chose not to seek rehearing of the 

Commission’s order in that docket.  It is inappropriate for Southwestern to now mount a 

collateral attack of the order on which it did not seek rehearing.  It also is inappropriate for 

Public Citizen to raise its claims here.  If Public Citizen had concerns regarding the 

                                                 
77  Southwest Complaint at PP 54-55; Illinois AG at P 23. 
78  Public Citizen Complaint at 8. 
79  See, e.g., New England Conference of Pub. Utils. Commissioners, Inc.  v. Bangor Hydro-Electric Co., 135 

FERC ¶ 61,140, at PP 27-28 (2011) (dismissing complaint because it represented an attack on a final 
Commission order in a proceeding other than on direct appeal of that order). 
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“transaction’s implications on future capacity market auctions,” it should have raised those 

concerns in the Ameren Energy proceeding. 

Finally, MISO further notes that it was under no obligation to participate in the Ameren 

Energy proceeding, and its decision not to do so in no way affects the results of the 2015-16 

PRA.  

F. MISO Properly Administered its Tariff After the Dynegy Acquisition 

Southwestern alleges that MISO “failed to take action to prevent the exercise of market 

power by Dynegy in the 2015-2016 Planning Resource Auction.”80  Southwestern fails to meet 

its burden of proof regarding this allegation.  Southwestern does not explain what actions MISO 

was obligated, but failed to take, regarding Dynegy’s alleged exertion of market power.  MISO 

properly followed its Tariff, and Southwestern has not shown that MISO violated a Commission 

Order, applicable statute or regulation or failed to properly administer its Tariff.  

Southwestern’s allegation also assumes facts which have not been alleged (much less 

proven) or which conflict with the Commission’s Docket No. EC13-93 findings concerning 

Dynegy’s acquisition of Ameren’s generating assets.  In order for MISO to have been obligated 

“to take action to prevent the exercise of market power by Dynegy in the 2015-2016 Planning 

Resource Auction,”81 MISO would have had to: 

(1) know Dynegy’s bidding strategy (which was unknowable to 
MISO);  

(2) disregard the Commission order in Docket No. EC13-93 that 
found that Dynegy did not have market power (which MISO has 
no authority to do); and  

                                                 
80  Southwestern Complaint at PP 57-59. 
81  Southwestern Complaint at PP 57-59. 
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(3) determine Dynegy exercised market power in the 2015-2016 
PRA (even though, as Southwestern acknowledges, MISO’s 
Independent Market Monitor “reviewed the offers and determined 
that the final results were not impacted by physical or economic 
withholding and other conduct prohibited by MISO’s Tariff.”  Ex. 
SWN-3 at 3-4). 

G. Public Citizen Has Misinterpreted Lockyer II 

Public Citizen cites California v. Harris82 for the proposition that “clearinghouse rates, 

such as the Planning Resource Auction results, must be reviewed after-the-fact as well as in 

advance to determine whether they actually produce just and reasonable rates.”83  Starting from 

that premise, Public Citizen contends that “[t]he Federal Power Act requires, in addition, that 

specific charges that are changes in rates must be noticed by filing in advance of collection . . 

.”84  Public Citizen asserts that “[t]o the extent that MISO’s tariff fails to conform to the statute’s 

filing requirements, the tariff cannot be lawfully implemented even if it was previously 

approved.”85  For its conclusion, Public Citizen opines that: 

if the Commission (and the public) do not have an opportunity to 
review ex post the actual increased charges arising from the 
auction to determine whether those rates are in fact just and 
reasonable, the auction scheme fails to comply with the statutory 
filing and review requirements of FPA section 205(d), and the 
market-based rates have no statutory foundation.  Instead, as the 
Supreme Court held in Maislin Industries U.S., Inc. v. Primary 
Steel, Inc., 497 U.S. 116 (1990) such a regulatory scheme results in 
unlawful agency deregulation, as California argued in the original 
Lockyer case.86 

                                                 
82  784 F.3d 1267 (9th Cir.) (“Lockyer II”). 
83  Public Citizen Complaint at 11. 
84  Id. 
85  Id. at 11-12. 
86  Id. at 12. 
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Public Citizen would attribute to Lockyer II a conclusion that was not expressed in that 

case and which is in direct conflict with other opinions by the Ninth Circuit, which is the court 

that issued Lockyer II. 

Lockyer II, as well as Lockyer I,87 held that the Commission’s market-based regulatory 

regime requires that the Commission engage in an ex ante and an ex post review of rates in order 

for the Commission’s market-based rate program with respect to sales by individual marketers to 

be lawful under the FPA.  But the ex post review and timing requirements envisioned by Public 

Citizen are very different from the ex post review and timing requirements found necessary by 

the Ninth Circuit. 

First, the ex post review discussed by the Ninth Circuit relates to sellers’ post transaction 

reporting requirements: 

we held [in Lockyer I] that FERC may authorize market-based 
energy tariffs, so long as that regulatory framework incorporates 
both an ex ante market power analysis and enforceable post-
approval transaction reporting.88 

The post-approval transaction reporting to which the court referred was the filing of quarterly 

reports which are timely filed as late as 4 months following sales that take place on day 1 of a 

quarter.89  Accordingly, once a seller has been granted authority to make sales at market-based 

rates, the Commission’s regulations do not require the seller to file specific sales prices to be 

charged in a particular transaction “in advance to determine whether they actually produce just 

and reasonable rates” as claimed by Public Citizen. 

                                                 
87  Cal. ex rel. Lockyer v. FERC, 383 F.3d 1006 (9th Cir. 2004) (“Lockyer I”). 
88  Lockyer II, 784 F.3d at 1269. 
89  See 18 C.F.R. § 35.10b. 
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The Ninth Circuit found that the ex post review of transaction reports is consistent with 

the FPA and differentiates the Commission’s market-based rate program from the unlawful 

program in Maislin Industries U.S., Inc. v. Primary Steel, Inc.  However, Public Citizen 

misunderstands the nature of both the ex ante and the ex post reviews the Ninth Circuit required 

and also misunderstands the distinction between the filed rate and fluctuating prices that occur 

based on the filed rate. 

The Ninth Circuit’s opinion in Montana Consumer Counsel v. FERC, 659 F.3d 910 (9th 

Cir. 2011) is particularly instructive on the distinction between the filed rate and fluctuating 

prices and undercuts Public Citizen’s arguments.  The Petitioners in that case contended, much 

as Public Citizen does here, “that the FPA expressly commands that changes in rates be filed 

with FERC before they go into effect.”  The Commission opposed that view.  It contended that: 

under the market-based policy, “a rate change is initiated when a 
seller applies for authorization of market-based pricing, not when it 
subsequently enters into negotiated rates.”  In other words, the 
“rate” filed by authorized power wholesalers is the “market rate,” 
and that rate does not “change” even though the prices charged by 
the wholesalers may rise and fall with the market.90 

The Ninth Circuit upheld the Commission’s explanation, concluding that “FERC's 

assertion that a rate ‘change’ occurs only once when an authorized seller files a market-based 

rate, is a reasonable interpretation.”91   

Public Citizen’s analysis contains conclusions at odds with Lockyer II, Montana 

Consumer Counsel and other Ninth Circuit precedent.  First, Public Citizen mistakenly believes 

that the result of each PRA is the “filed-rate.”  That is not correct.  Under Montana Consumer 

                                                 
90 Mont. Consumer Counsel v. FERC, 659 F.3d 910, 921 (9th Cir. 2011) (the source of the quotes within the 

block quote are unidentified in the court’s opinion, but based on the context presumably are from a brief the 
Commission filed in the case). 

91  Id. at 921-22. 
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Counsel, when a tariff provides that the seller will charge a “market-based rate,” the rate on file 

is the “market-based rate,” not the particular prices that change from time to time.  Stated 

differently, the market-based rate on file could be analogized to a formula rate, i.e., the 

“formula” is that market forces will set the specific level of prices at any given point in time, and 

buyers are on notice of that “formula” on file with the Commission.  Similarly in this instance, 

the provisions for conducting and determining the results of an Auction equate to the “formula,” 

i.e., the Tariff provisions describing the PRA procedures are the rate on file with the 

Commission.  Public Citizen’s complaint fails to understand or account for this distinction 

between the filed rate and the varying levels of the sales prices under that filed rate.   

Public Citizen’s second mistake is its belief that a change in the Auction Clearing Price 

from one PRA to the next equates to a change in rates necessitating a Section 205 filing.  

Consistent with Montana Consumer Counsel, there is no change in rates requiring another 

Section 205 filing when a price derived from a PRA is higher or lower than the immediately 

preceding price, just as there is no change in a seller’s market-based rate as its sales prices “rise 

and fall with the market” as discussed in Montana Consumer Counsel.  That result is consistent 

with rate regulation of public utilities with formula rates, i.e., they do not make FPA Section 205 

filings every time an input to the formula results in the actual charge going up or down.92     

Public Citizen also fails to account for the another Ninth Circuit decision, Wah Chang v. 

Duke Energy Trading and Marketing, LLC, 507 F. 3d 1222 (9th Cir. 2007).  In applying the filed 

rate doctrine in Wah Chang, the Ninth Circuit recognized that the rates of sellers who had filed 
                                                 
92 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys operator, Inc., 143 FERC ¶ 61,149, at P 85 (2013), reh’g denied, 146 FERC 

¶ 61,209 (2014) (“We also reject the arguments that the annual informational filings [for formula rates] 
constitute stated rates and therefore require Commission approval. The Commission has explained that annual 
formula rate updates and informational filings [] are not themselves rates and do not constitute changes in the 
underlying rate itself (that is, the formula, which is the rate) and thus are not section 205 filings that require 
Commission approval.”). 
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deficient quarterly reports nonetheless were on file with the Commission.  That decision 

preceded, but is consistent with, Montana Consumer Counsel, which explains that the market 

rate formula is the filed rate, not specific varying prices. 

These precedents illustrate Public Citizen’s errors in suggesting that MISO had to file the 

new 2015-2016 PRA Zone 4 results with the Commission “in advance” as a proposed Section 

205 rate change because MISO has not proposed to change the existing rate, i.e., the tariff 

provisions that establish how PRA clearing prices shall be determined.  FERC reviewed and 

approved those tariff provisions in advance in authorizing the local zone approach to resource 

adequacy for MISO’s system.93  To the extent Public Citizen desires an ex post review, that 

review, as in the case of a formula rate, is limited to a showing that the wrong inputs were used 

to establish the clearing price.  The circumstances here are not analogous to those of Lockyer I 

and II.  Moreover, no Complainant alleges that the wrong inputs were used or that MISO failed 

to follow its Tariff. 

IV. 
COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 213(c) 

Attachment A, B, and C to this Answer addresses the formal requirements of Rule 

213(c)(2)(i) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(c)(2)(i). 

Pursuant to Rule 213(c)(4) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 

C.F.R. § 385.213(c)(4), MISO respectfully requests that the Complaints be dismissed with 

prejudice, and that any prospective changes to MISO’s Tariff be proposed and considered 

through MISO’s stakeholder process.  The Complaints specific requests for certain procedures 

are addressed below. 

                                                 
93  Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012). 
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A. Potential Dispute Resolution Procedures  

The Complainants take various positions regarding whether they believe alternative 

dispute resolution or settlement judge procedures are appropriate in these proceedings.  The 

Illinois AG states that it is “willing to pursue alternative dispute resolution. . . to resolve this 

Complaint,”94 Public Citizen does not recommend the use of alternative dispute resolution,95 and  

Southwestern did not discuss whether it believed alternative dispute resolution is appropriate.  

Southwestern requests that if the complaint is set for hearing that the hearing be “held in 

abeyance, subject to an opportunity to pursue settlement negotiations before an administrative 

law judge.”96  The Illinois AG states “[i]f necessary, the [Illinois AG] request[s] that the 

Commission assign the issues to a settlement judge for a settlement process with a deadline for 

resolution of 60 days, and if settlement is not successful, set the matter for discovery and 

evidentiary hearing.”97  Public Citizen does not discuss whether a Settlement Judge would be 

appropriate. 

The Commission should dismiss the complaints with prejudice.  The Complainants failed 

to meet their burden of proof that required them to establish that MISO failed to properly 

implement its Tariff when administering the 2015-2016 Planning Resource Auction.  Further, the 

Tariff provisions establishing the Planning Resource Auction are just and reasonable, as 

previously found by the Commission.  For the reasons detailed above, MISO does not believe 

that either a hearing or settlement discussions are necessary to resolve the Complaints and 

allegations made against it.  Neither does MISO believe that alternative dispute resolution 
                                                 
94  Illinois AG Complaint at P 59.   
95  Public Citizen Complaint at 14. 
96  Southwest Complaint at P 84. 
97  Illinois AG Complaint at PP 12, 56(E). 
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procedures will be fruitful or provide an appropriate forum for discussing potential changes to its 

Tariff.  If the Commission does not summarily resolve the allegations made against MISO and 

sets the complaints for hearing, MISO does not oppose Complainants’ request for Fast Track 

Processing.  

In any event, MISO believes that the stakeholder process is the best means for 

considering prospective changes to the Tariff relating to the Auction.  Potential prospective 

changes to the Planning Resource Auctions would have effects on entities located outside of 

Zone 4 and such entities, including state regulatory authorities, should be included in the process.  

This process will thus help ensure that all of MISO’s stakeholders have the opportunity to fully 

participate in discussions, that appropriate analysis of alternatives can be performed and 

presented, and that any resulting Tariff changes are vetted by the broadest possible stakeholder 

community, including state regulatory authorities. 

B. Proposed FPA Section 222 Investigation and Refund Effective Date 

The Illinois AG and Southwest request that the Commission open a FPA Section 222 

investigation regarding whether “Dynegy engaged in market manipulation.”98  MISO takes no 

position regarding this issue. 

The Complaints request various refund effective dates.  Southwestern requests the 

“earliest lawful refund effective date . . . ”99  The Illinois AG requests a refund effective date of 

June 1, 2015.100  Public Citizen requests “a refund effective date as of the effective date of” its 

                                                 
98  Southwest Complaint at P 75.  See Illinois AG Complaint at PP 12, 56(G); Southwest Complaint at P 16, P 66 

n.105, P 75. 
99  Southwest Complaint at P 85 
100  Illinois AG Complaint at P 56(c). 
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complaint.101  Under Section 206 of the FPA, the Commission may set a refund date 

corresponding to the day the complaints were filed or up to five months after the complaints 

were filed.  MISO takes no position regarding an appropriate refund effective date given that it 

contends no such relief is warranted.  

                                                 
101  Public Citizen Complaint at 14. 
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V. 
COMMUNICATIONS 

Correspondence and communications with respect to this filing should be sent to the 

following persons, who shall also be authorized to receive notice in this docket:102 

 
Kenneth L. Wiseman 
Mark F. Sundback 
William M. Rappolt 
Andrews Kurth LLP 
1350 I Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20005 
Tel: (202) 662-2700 
Fax: (202) 662-2739   
Email: kwiseman@andrewskurth.com 
Email: msundback@andrewskurth.com  
Email: wrappolt@andrewskurth.com   
 
 
 

Kari A.E. Bennett, Senior Corporate Counsel 
Michael L. Kessler, Assistant General Counsel 
Midcontinent Independent System Operator, 
Inc. 
720 City Center Drive  
Carmel, Indiana 46032  
Tel: (317) 249-5400  
Fax:  (317) 249-5912  
Email: kbennett@misoenergy.org 
Email: mkessler@misoenergy.org 

  

 

  

                                                 
102  MISO respectfully requests waiver of Rule 203(b)(3) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 

C.F.R. § 385.203(b)(3), to the extent necessary to permit the designation of more than two persons for service 
on behalf of MISO in this proceeding. 
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VI. 
CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, MISO respectfully requests that the Commission dismiss the 

referenced complaints. 

      Respectfully submitted,  

 
 

       /s/ Kari A.E. Bennett     
Kenneth L. Wiseman 
Mark F. Sundback 
William M. Rappolt 
Andrews Kurth LLP 
1350 I Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20005 
Tel: (202) 662-2700 
Fax: (202) 662-2739   
Email: kwiseman@andrewskurth.com 
Email: msundback@andrewskurth.com  
Email: wrappolt@andrewskurth.com   
 

Kari A.E. Bennett, Senior Corporate 
Counsel 
Michael L. Kessler, Assistant General 
Counsel 
Midcontinent Independent System 
Operator, Inc. 
720 City Center Drive  
Carmel, Indiana 46032  
Tel: (317) 249-5400  
Fax:  (317) 249-5912  
Email: kbennett@misoenergy.org 
Email: mkessler@misoenergy.org 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that I have on this day caused a copy of the foregoing document to be 

served upon each person designated on the official service list compiled by the Commission’s 

Secretary in the proceedings at Docket Nos. EL15-70-000, EL15-71-000, and EL15-72-000 in 

accordance with the requirements of Rule 2010 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure. 

Dated at Carmel, Indiana, this 2nd day of July, 2015.  

 
/s/ Julie C. Bunn  
Julie C. Bunn 
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MISO’S PARAGRAPH SPECIFIC ANSWERS TO SOUTHWESTERN 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.’S COMPLAINT 

In accordance with Rule 213(c)(2)(i) of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(c)(2)(i) (2015), to the 

extent practicable and to the best of Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.’s 

(“MISO”) knowledge and belief at this time, MISO admits or denies below the factual 

allegations in Southwestern Electric Cooperative, Inc.’s (“Southwestern”) complaint.  To the 

extent that any fact or allegation in the complaint is not specifically admitted below, it is denied.  

Except as stated below, MISO does not admit any facts in the form or manner stated in the 

complaint. 

1. No response is required to this paragraph. 

2. MISO admits the allegations in the first four sentences of this paragraph.  MISO 

lacks sufficient information to form a response to the allegations in the fifth and 

sixth sentences and therefore denies any and all allegations in those sentences. 

3. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph. 

4. MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response to the allegations in this 

paragraph and therefore denies any and all allegations in this paragraph except 

MISO admits that Dynegy, Inc. (“Dynegy”) sells electric energy, capacity and 

ancillary services within the markets administered by MISO. 

5. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph 

that the sellers of capacity in Local Resource Zone (“Zone”) 4 2015-2016 

Planning Resource Auction (“PRA”) are unknown to Southwestern.  MISO is 
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limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Open Access Transmission, Energy 

and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff (“Tariff”) from revealing the names of 

such sellers.  MISO denies the allegation in the second sentence of the paragraph 

that states that sellers of capacity in Zone 4 2015-2016 PRA did not set the 

Auction Clearing Price.  The clearing price is set by stacking the offers for 

capacity according to price offered to determine the offer, and corresponding 

price, of the capacity necessary to clear the market.  Therefore, all sellers in the 

market contribute to the selection of the offer that clears the market and setting 

the clearing price.  Further, MISO denies the allegation that refunds are 

appropriate.  MISO believes the complaint should be dismissed with prejudice.   

6. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that load 

serving entities participate in PRAs on a voluntary basis.  They may also self-

supply or enter into bilateral contracts to meet their capacity obligations.   

7. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that 

quotes ascribed to MISO in the paragraph are excerpts and the document from 

which they were taken, as a whole, speaks for itself. 

8. MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence subject to the clarification that 

the boundaries of the Local Resource Zones are submitted to the Commission for 

approval.  MISO admits the allegations in the remainder of this paragraph subject 

to the clarification that the Tariff speaks for itself. 

9. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

Tariff and the referenced Business Practice Manual speak for themselves. 
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10. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

Tariff and referenced Business Practice Manual speak for themselves. 

11. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO specifically denies the allegation in the 

second sentence of this paragraph that MISO implements a “new rate” as of June 

1st. MISO’s rate does not change based on PRA results.  There merely is a change 

in price.  MISO admits the remaining allegations in this paragraph subject to the 

clarification that (1) the Commission approved the PRA process and (2) 

generators who sell capacity through the PRA must report those sales in their 

Electric Quarterly Reports with the Commission. 

12. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence 

subject to the clarification that MISO has made a compliance filing regarding 

certain provisions in Module E-1 that are still pending before the Commission.  

MISO admits the allegations in the second sentence of the paragraph including the 

data set forth in the table.  MISO admits the remaining allegations in the 

paragraph except it denies the characterization that the increase in Zone 4’s 

Auction Clearing Price was “staggering” and that the difference between the Zone 

4 auction price and the auction price for all other zones is “shocking.” 

13. MISO denies all allegations in this paragraph.  In the 2015-2016 PRA, higher 

priced local resources were needed to meet the Local Reliability Requirement in 

Zone 4 because fewer resources were offered in at zero prices, and because more 

price sensitive offers were submitted compared to the prior Auction.   
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Additionally, more capacity was procured through the Auction than through 

bilateral contracts as compared to capacity acquisitions in the prior year.   

Moreover, different Zones may be affected by different rules applied by different 

state agencies to utilities’ procurement of supply for end-users.  Each of these 

factors resulted in higher prices than in the 2014-15 PRA, and are examples of 

factors that can raise rates wholly independently of any seller misconduct. 

14. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph 

that (1) in the 2015-16 PRA the Auction Clearing Price for Zone 4 was 

$150.00/MW-day and that the other Local Resource Zones had clearing prices 

between $3.29/MW-Day and $3.48/MW-Day and (2) in prior PRAs Zone 4’s 

Auction Clearing Price was similar to the clearing prices for the other Local 

Resource Zones.  MISO denies the remainder of the paragraph’s allegations, 

including, but not limited to, the description of the disparity between the prices as 

“astonishing” or as the increase in the clearing price as an “incredible surge.”   

15. MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response to the allegations in this 

paragraph and therefore denies any and all allegations in this paragraph except for 

the fact that Southwestern procured some capacity through the PRA as opposed to 

relying upon self-supply or entering a bilateral contract.  MISO specifically denies 

the allegation in the fifth sentence that the 2015-2016 PRA was a “catastrophic 

market failure.”  MISO denies that the clearing price of the Zone 4 2015-2016 

PRA is not just and reasonable.  MISO admits the allegations in the second to last 

sentence of the paragraph subject to the clarification that (1) quotes ascribed to 
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MISO in the sentence are excerpts and the document from which they were taken, 

as a whole, speaks for itself and (2) MISO’s rate does not change based on PRA 

results -- there merely is a change in price.  

16. MISO denies any and all the allegations in the first and second sentences of this 

paragraph.  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the 

Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub region within MISO 

represented an appropriate geographic market for determining market power.  

MISO further notes that the quotes and representations ascribed to it are excerpts 

and the document from which they were taken, as a whole, speaks for itself.  The 

third sentence sets forth Southwestern’s request for relief.  MISO’s position is that 

the complaint should be dismissed with prejudice for the reasons provided in 

MISO’s Answer.  Further, MISO clarifies that MISO’s rate does not change based 

on PRA results -- there merely is a change in price. 

17. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph except MISO admits that 

there was (1) an increase in capacity prices for Zone 4 between the 2014-2015 

PRA and the 2015-2016 PRA and (2) a difference between the capacity prices for 

the Zone 4 2015-2016 PRA as compared to the capacity prices for the other 

Zones.  MISO denies the allegations that (1) the price increase in Zone 4 was 

“incredible,” (2) the PRA permits a dominant generator to exercise market power, 

and (3) the Zone 4 clearing price was the product of market manipulation. 

18. MISO denies the allegations in the first sentence that the “Zone 4 Planning 

Resource Auction” has become distorted or is not well functioning because of a 

single dominant generation owner.  MISO notes that it does not conduct a PRA 
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for any single Zone, but instead conducts a PRA for the MISO region as a whole.  

MISO admits the allegations in the second sentence.  MISO lacks sufficient 

information to form a response to all remaining allegations in this paragraph and 

therefore denies any and all remaining allegations, subject to the clarification that 

the document cited, as a whole, speaks for itself. 

19. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

cited documents speak for themselves.   

20. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

cited documents speak for themselves.  

21. MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence that Dynegy has market power, 

and MISO denies the allegation in the second sentence that Zone 4 is the 

appropriate market to assess Dynegy’s market concentration.  In Ameren Energy 

Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the 

argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an appropriate 

geographic market for determining market power.  The remainder of the 

paragraph sets forth legal conclusions to which no response is required.  To the 

extent required, MISO denies any and all remaining allegations. 

22. MISO admits the allegations in the paragraph that (1) as required by the Local 

Clearing Requirement for Zone 4, 85 percent of the capacity selected in the 2015-

2016 PRA for Zone 4 had to be located within Zone 4, (2) the other eight Local 

Resource Zones had clearing prices ranging from $3.29 to $3.48/MW-Day, and 

(3) Zone 4’s clearing price for the 2015-2016 PRA was $150.00 MW-Day.  The 

remainder of the paragraph sets forth legal conclusions to which no response is 
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required and/or characterizations with which MISO does not agree.  To the extent 

required, MISO denies any and all remaining allegations in this paragraph except 

as specified above.     

23. MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence that Dynegy had market power.  

In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission 

rejected the argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an 

appropriate geographic market for determining market power.  MISO admits the 

allegations in the second sentence that 11,994 MW of Zone 4 generation 

participated in the Zone 4 2015-2016 PRA.  MISO lacks sufficient information to 

form a response to the allegations in the sentence regarding the total generation 

that Dynegy controls that could have participated in the 2015-2016 PRA.   The 

remainder of the allegations in the paragraph set forth legal conclusions to which 

no response is required.  To the extent a response is required, MISO denies any 

and all remaining allegations in this paragraph except as specified above. 

24. MISO denies the first two sentences of this paragraph.  As to the remaining five 

sentences of the paragraph, MISO admits the allegations provide a general 

description of how the PRA functions subject to the clarification that the Tariff 

and Business Practice Manuals speak for themselves and subject to the further 

clarification that MISO’s Tariff and Business Practice Manuals do not permit a 

supplier to exercise market power. 

25. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph except to note that opportunity 

costs, among other factors not mentioned, may play an important role in 

influencing a generator’s bid in the capacity market.   
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26. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  The clearing price of the 

PRA is determined based on the opportunity costs of the participating generators 

and other factors not discussed in this paragraph.  The Commission Order in 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator Inc., 139 FERC ¶61,199 

(2012) sets forth a comprehensive discussion to support the Commission’s 

conclusion that the design of MISO’s PRA is just and reasonable.   

27. The allegations in this paragraph sets forth legal conclusions for which no 

response is required.  To the extent a response is required, MISO denies any and 

all allegations. 

28. The first sentence sets forth a legal conclusion for which no response is required.  

MISO admits the allegations in the second, third and fourth sentences that (1) the 

Local Clearing Requirement is established prior to the PRA, (2) the Local 

Clearing Requirement for the Zone 4 2015-2016 PRA was 8,852 MW, and (3) the 

total amount of generation bid into the Zone 4 2015-2016 PRA was 11,994 MW.  

MISO denies the allegation in the fifth sentence.  The amount of MW bid into the 

2015-2016 PRA was not known prior to that Auction.  The remainder of the 

paragraph sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is required.  To the 

extent a response is required, MISO denies any and all allegation in this paragraph 

not specifically addressed above.  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 

61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub 

region within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market for 

determining whether market power exists.   
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29. MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence of the paragraph.  MISO admits 

the allegation in the second sentence that Dynegy owns 7,347 MW in Zone 4.  

MISO admits the allegation in the second sentence that Zone 4 would not have 

cleared without Dynegy’s capacity, but denies the characterization that Dynegy’s 

capacity was “so integral” to the market.  The remainder of the paragraph sets 

forth legal conclusions for which no response is required.  To the extent a 

response is required, MISO denies any and all remaining allegations.  In Ameren 

Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the 

argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an appropriate 

geographic market for determining whether market power exists.  MISO also 

believes the complaint should be dismissed with prejudice for the reasons stated 

in its Answer.   

30. The allegations in this paragraph do not set forth any facts for which a response is 

required.  To the extent a response is required MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph.  In particular, MISO denies the suggestion in this 

paragraph that there are only two possible legitimate business strategies that a 

generator could employ when participating in the capacity market.   

31. The allegations in this paragraph do not set forth any facts for which a response is 

required.  To the extent required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph.  The theoretical speculation set forth in this paragraph fails to account 

for many factors that may affect a supplier’s bidding strategies.  

32. MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence of the paragraph.  The PRA 

provides the proper incentives for generators to make competitive bids.  MISO 
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denies the allegations in the second sentence.  As noted above, there are more 

possible legitimate business strategies that a generator could employ when 

participating in the capacity market.  No response is required to remaining 

allegations which are not based on any facts but rather on speculation concerning 

Dynegy’s motivations.  MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response to 

allegations concerning Dynegy’s motivations and therefore denies any and all 

such allegations. 

33. MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response to the allegation in the first 

sentence of this paragraph as it would require MISO to speculate about Dynegy’s 

actions.  Therefore, MISO denies any and all allegations in the first sentence of 

this paragraph. Further, Dynegy could have had a legitimate reason to bid its 

generation at its opportunity cost or at some other price.  MISO admits the 

allegations in the second sentence.  MISO denies the allegation in the third 

sentence.  Prior Auction Clearing Prices would not be a rational forecast of future 

Auction Clearing Prices without further information.  MISO admits that the 

accuracy of the calculation in the fourth sentence subject to the clarification that 

the sentence assumes the clearing price of the auction would be $16.75/MW-day, 

that Dynegy could have bid all of its capacity, and that Dynegy had no other 

lawful options, among other things.  To the extent not specifically admitted 

above, MISO denies any and all remaining allegations in this paragraph. 

34. MISO admits that the Zone 4 Local Clearing Requirement for the 2015-16 PRA 

was 8,852 MW.  The remainder of this paragraph does not set forth any facts for 
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which a response is required.  To the extent a response is required, MISO denies 

any and all allegations as it would require MISO to speculate. 

35. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph with two exceptions and subject to 

the clarification that the cited Tariff provisions speak for themselves.  First, MISO 

lacks sufficient knowledge to know the extent of Dynegy’s knowledge.  Second, 

in the second sentence, MISO disagrees with the use of the word  “supposedly.” 

36. MISO admits the allegations in the first two sentences of the paragraph that 

MISO’s Independent Market Monitor (“IMM”) established and announced prior 

to the 2015-2016 PRA a Reference Level of $155.79/MW-day, and that the 

Reference Level would serve as a replacement bid for any bid found to be the 

product of market power, subject to the clarification that the cited Tariff 

provisions speak for themselves.  MISO lacks sufficient information to form a 

response to the allegations in third and fourth sentences because they either assert 

an allegation about Dynegy’s knowledge to which MISO is not privy, or require 

MISO to speculate, and therefore MISO denies any and all allegations in these 

sentences. 

37. MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response to the allegations in this 

paragraph and therefore denies any and all allegations.  Dynegy may have had 

legitimate reasons for its bids other than the two strategies posited by 

Southwestern, including, but not limited to, offering its capacity at its opportunity 

cost.  MISO would therefore be required to speculate to form a response to this 

allegation. 
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38. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph, subject to the clarification that the 

cited Tariff provisions speak for themselves and except for the statement that the 

Capacity Import Limit is the “primary factor” in determining the Local Clearing 

Requirement.  As required by Section 68A.6 of MISO’s Tariff, the Local Clearing 

Requirement is determined by subtracting each Zone’s Capacity Import Limit 

from it Local Reliability Requirement. 

39. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph but notes that not all of the 

methodological changes decreased the Capacity Import Limit and that the changes 

were made in conformity with MISO’s Tariff, more accurately reflected the actual 

constraints MISO’s system, and were fully vetted by MISO’s stakeholders. 

40. MISO denies the characterizations, but otherwise admits the allegations in this 

paragraph that the Capacity Import Limit for (1) Zone 4 during the 2013-2014 

PRA was 6,614 MW and (2) Zone 4 during the 2014-2015 PRA was 3,025 MW.  

The decrease in the Capacity Import Limit, as determined in accordance with 

MISO’s Tariff, more accurately reflected the actual transmission constraints on 

the system. 

41. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO did not “reduce[] 

the amount of capacity that could be imported to Zone 4 . . .”  The changes to the 

methodology that MISO employed to calculate the Capacity Import Limit more 

accurately reflected the amount of capacity that could actually be imported into 

Zone 4.  In other words, MISO’s methodologies more accurately reflected the 

physical circumstances on the system.  Furthermore, MISO denies the allegation 

that the changes “boosted Dynegy’s ability to sue (sic) its generation internal to 

20150702-5117 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 7/2/2015 12:33:34 PM



Attachment A 
Docket Nos. EL15-70, EL15-71, & EL15-72 

Page 13 of 26 
 

Zone 4 to exercise market power.”  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC 

¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub 

region within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market for 

determining market power.  MISO also specifically denies that the PRA market 

structure is flawed.     

42. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO specifically denies the allegation in the 

first and last sentences of the paragraph that Dynegy had and wielded market 

power in the 2015-2016 PRA.  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 

61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub 

region within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market for 

determining market power.  MISO admits the allegations in the second and third 

sentences that, pursuant to its Tariff, MISO posted the post-auction bid data and 

masked the identity of the bidders.  MISO specifically denies any pejorative 

motive as is suggested by Complainants’ use of the term “conceal.” 

43. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO lacks sufficient information to form a 

response to the allegation in the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO admits the 

allegations in the third, fourth, fifth and sixth sentences that (1) bidder 2132 

offered 2,844 MW and cleared 1,864.24 MW, (2) bidder 2424 offered 2,560 MW 

and cleared 397.96 MW, (3) bidder 2226 submitted bids ranging from $0/MW-

day to $148/MW-day for the 65 MW that it offered, and (4) no other entities other 

than bidders 2132, 2424, and 2226 submitted a bid in excess of $50.00/MW-day.  
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MISO is limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Tariff from admitting or 

denying the identity of the bidders.  MISO lacks sufficient information to form a 

response to the allegation in the second to last sentence as it would require MISO 

to speculate about Dynegy’s motivations.  The last sentence sets forth legal 

conclusions to which no response is required.  To the extent a response is required 

MISO denies any and all allegations in that sentence. 

44. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO specifically denies the allegations in the 

first and second sentences of this paragraph that the PRA did not “live up to 

MISO’s billing.”  MISO admits that it made the quoted statement in that sentence 

subject to the clarification that quote ascribed to MISO is an excerpt, and the 

document from which it was taken, as a whole, speaks for itself.  MISO 

specifically denies any and all the allegations in the remainder of the paragraph.  

While there was an excess of capacity in Zone 4, the generators in Zone 4 also 

could consider opportunity costs under the Tariff.  Therefore, the clearing price 

was determined by more factors than just the supply and demand of capacity in 

Zone 4 as suggested in this paragraph. 

45. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph, including but not limited 

to, the allegations that (1) the relevant market was not competitive, (2) the PRA 

was incapable of producing just and reasonable results for Zone 4, (3) Dynegy 

was a pivotal supplier in the relevant market, and (4) the PRA failed to create a 

true market for capacity.  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 

(2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub region 
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within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market for purposes of 

determining whether a supplier was pivotal.     

46. No response is required from MISO regarding the allegations in this paragraph 

which are directed exclusively at Dynegy’s actions.  Nevertheless, MISO denies 

that Dynegy had market power or that MISO inappropriately influenced MISO’s 

decision making, as insinuated by the paragraph.  In Ameren Energy Generating 

Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any 

particular sub region within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market 

for determining market power. 

47. Based on information and belief, MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph. 

48. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO specifically denies the allegation in the 

first sentence of the paragraph.  On May 7, 2014, MISO presented the Loss of 

Load Expectation Working Group (“LOLEWG”) with information regarding the 

combination of Zones 4 and 5.  MISO notes that the cited document speaks for 

itself.  MISO admits that the quotes in the second and third sentences of this 

paragraph are from a MISO presentation made on May 7, 2014, subject to the 

clarification that the quotes are excerpts from the document that was presented at 

the meeting.  MISO specifically denies that on May 7, 2014, it stated its support 

for combination of Zones 4 and 5. MISO admits the allegations in the fourth 

sentence subject to a clarification that the allegations reflect only a portion of the 

information reported and considered in the May 7, 2014 meeting and other 

stakeholder meetings.  MISO denies the allegations in the last sentence.  MISO 
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only indicated that it was targeting a tariff filing with an updated Local Resource 

Zone map in the June/July timeframe; MISO did not state that it had definitely 

decided to make such a tariff filing.   

49. MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence since there is no record to confirm 

the quoted language being attributed to the MISO employee.  MISO explained to 

stakeholders that the employee made a misstatement, and that MISO did not use 

PRA offer strategies as a basis for evaluating the combination of Zones 4 and 5.  

MISO further denies the allegations in the second sentence since there is no 

record to confirm the quoted language being attributed to the MISO employee. 

50. MISO denies the characterization in the first sentence of this paragraph.  

Dynegy’s presentation focused on why MISO did not have Tariff authority to 

reevaluate the boundaries of Zones 4 and 5.  MISO admits the allegations in the 

second and third sentences subject to the clarification that the quotes are excerpts 

from a document and the document speaks for itself and has a more complete 

discussion of the topics.   

51. MISO denies the characterization in the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO 

only indicated that it was targeting a tariff filing with an updated Local Resource 

Zone map in the June/July timeframe; MISO did not state that it had definitely 

decided to make such a tariff filing.  MISO admits the allegations in the second 

and third sentences of this paragraph, subject to the clarification that the quote is 

an excerpt from a document and the document speaks for itself and has a more 

complete discussion of the topics. 
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52. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies the 

allegations in the first sentence of this paragraph.  The 2015-2016 PRA produced 

just and reasonable rates regardless of whether Zones 4 and 5 were combined.  

MISO denies the allegation in the second sentence.  Depending on relative 

capacity numbers, the combination of Zones 4 and 5 could both dilute and 

concentrate the capacity owned by different companies participating in the PRA.  

MISO denies the allegations in the third and fourth sentences.  MISO did not and 

does not question the market power of the entities that participated in the 2015-

2016 PRA.  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the 

Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub region within MISO 

represented an appropriate geographic market for determining market power.  

MISO also did not and does not question the viability of the PRA to produce just 

and reasonable rates.  MISO denies the allegation in the second to last sentence.  

Dynegy did not inappropriately put pressure on MISO to not combine Zones 4 

and 5.  MISO properly decided that it should not make a Tariff filing to change 

the geographical boundaries of Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-2016 PRA, and instead 

should further consider the zone combination within the context of a broader 

evaluation of zonal boundaries.  MISO denies the allegation in the last sentence of 

this paragraph.  All stakeholders may present their views to MISO.  MISO did not 

engage in any inappropriate behavior regarding its decision not to combine Zones 

4 and 5 during the 2015-1016 PRA.  MISO further denies that the 2015-16 did not 

produce a just and reasonable result. 
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53. The first sentence of this paragraph sets forth a legal conclusion to which no 

response is required.  To the extent a response is required, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this sentence.  The remainder of the allegations in this paragraph 

are directed at Dynegy, and MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response 

to such allegations, and therefore denies any and all such allegations subject to the 

clarification that the cited and quoted documents speak for themselves. 

Furthermore, in Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the 

Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub region within MISO 

represented an appropriate geographic market.   

54. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

cited and quoted documents speak for themselves.  MISO also notes the 

procedures associated with the PRA were known, on file with the Commission, 

and had been accepted by the Commission prior to the Dynegy/Ameren petition.  

Furthermore, MISO had administered an Auction prior to the time that the 

Commission issued an order regarding the Section 203 application.   

55. The allegations in this paragraph are directed at Dynegy, and MISO lacks 

sufficient information to form a response to  such allegations, and therefore denies 

any and all such allegations subject to the clarification that the documents filed in 

the Dynegy/Ameren petition speak for themselves.  Furthermore, in Ameren 

Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the 

argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an appropriate 

geographic market.  To the extent any response is required MISO denies the 

allegations set forth in this paragraph. 

20150702-5117 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 7/2/2015 12:33:34 PM



Attachment A 
Docket Nos. EL15-70, EL15-71, & EL15-72 

Page 19 of 26 
 

56. The first sentence of this paragraph fails to set forth facts to which a response is 

required and sets forth a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To the 

extent a response is required MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph.  MISO denies the allegation that the 2015-2016 PRA was a 

“catastrophic” market failure and that the PRA is incapable of producing unjust 

and unreasonable rates under current market conditions.  MISO also denies the 

characterization in the first sentence in the paragraph that PRA was “novel.”  

MISO also denies the allegation in the second sentence that the PRA is a failed 

market construct or that Southwestern is paying a penalty. 

57. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence 

of this paragraph that market power was exercised.  MISO denies the allegation in 

the second sentence that MISO permitted a dominant supplier to exert market 

power or failed to ensure that the Zone 4 clearing price was just and reasonable.  

In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission 

rejected the argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an 

appropriate geographic market for determining market power.  MISO admits the 

allegation in the third sentence subject to the clarification that neither MISO nor 

the IMM concluded that market power had been exercised.  

58. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies the implied allegation in the first 

sentence of this paragraph that Dynegy has market power in the relevant market.  

In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission 
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rejected the argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an 

appropriate geographic market for determining market power.  MISO admits that 

it knows the amount of capacity Dynegy bid into the PRA.  MISO admits the 

allegation in the third sentence subject to the clarification that the quote provided 

in the paragraph is an excerpt form a more detailed document and that the 

document speaks for itself.  MISO denies the allegation in the fourth sentence.  

MISO denies the allegation in the last sentence and asserts that the PRA is a 

competitive market mechanism. 

59. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies the 

allegation in the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO is aware that the 

Commission previously determined that Dynegy did not have market power in the 

relevant market.  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), 

the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub region within MISO 

represented an appropriate geographic market for determining market power.  

MISO denies the allegations in the second sentence.  MISO presented to 

stakeholders some of its considerations regarding Ameren’s request to combine 

Zones 4 and 5; MISO did not signal that these consideration were based on an 

intent to prevent the possibility of market power.  Any such assertion of market 

power would have been inconsistent with the Commission’s conclusion in 

Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013) that Dynegy does not 

have market power in the relevant geographic market.  After employing a 

stakeholder process, MISO properly decided that it should not make a Tariff filing 

to change the geographical boundaries of Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-2016 PRA, 
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and instead should further consider the zone combination within the context of 

broader evaluation around zonal boundaries.  MISO did not respond to the 

pressure of the “dominant seller” in the market.  MISO denies the allegations in 

the last sentence of the paragraph that it failed to meet any of its obligations or 

that market power existed in the relevant market. 

60. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

cited and quoted Tariff provisions speak for themselves. 

61. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

cited and quoted Tariff provisions speak for themselves. 

62. No response from MISO is required regarding the allegations in this paragraph 

that are directed at the IMM.  Nonetheless, to the extent required, MISO denies 

any and all allegations in this paragraph.  On information and belief, the IMM 

properly performed its duties under the Tariff.  MISO also denies the allegation in 

the second to last sentence that there is a single entity that is dominant in the 

relevant market.  MISO denies the allegation in the last sentence that an entity 

extracted monopoly rents from purchasers of capacity in Zone 4 in the 2015-2016 

PRA.   

63. MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence of this paragraph subject to the 

clarification that MISO’s Tariff speaks for itself.  MISO can neither admit nor 

deny the allegation in the second sentence of this paragraph that Dynegy bid into 

the market and such bids set the clearing price for Zone 4 in the 2015-2016 PRA.  

MISO is limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Tariff from revealing the 

names of the sellers of capacity in Zone 4 for the 2015-2016 PRA.  MISO denies 
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the allegations in the third sentence.  The IMM did investigate the bidding 

behavior in the 2015-2016 PRA and found that market power was not exerted.  

MISO denies the allegation in the last sentence of this paragraph.   

64. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies the 

allegation in this paragraph that the Zone 4 clearing price was the result of the 

exercise of market power.  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 

61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub 

region within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market for 

determining market power. 

65. No response is required to the first and second sentences of this paragraph which 

set forth legal conclusions.  To the extent a response is required, MISO denies any 

and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies that the clearing price for Zone 

4 in the 2015-2016 PRA was unjust and unreasonable and that all sellers of Zone 

4 capacity will receive an unjust and unreasonable price.  MISO denies the 

allegation in the last sentence of the paragraph that MISO and the IMM failed in 

their duties.  

66. MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence of this paragraph that there was a 

market design failure or market manipulation in Zone 4.  No response is required 

to the remainder of the paragraph which sets forth legal conclusions.  To the 

extent a response is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph. 

67. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  No response is required to the first sentence of 
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this paragraph which sets forth a legal conclusion.  Nevertheless, MISO denies the 

allegation in the first sentence of the paragraph that the capacity prices resulting 

from the 2015-2016 PRA for Zone 4 are excessive, or that the PRA mechanism is 

unjust and unreasonable.  MISO admits the allegations in the second and third 

sentences of the paragraph.  No response is required to the remainder of the 

paragraph which sets forth legal conclusions.  Nevertheless, MISO denies the 

allegations in the last sentence of this paragraph.   

68. No response is required to this paragraph which sets forth legal conclusions.  To 

the extent a response is required, MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence 

and MISO denies any and all allegations in the remainder of this paragraph.  For 

the reasons provided in its Answer, MISO respectfully requests that the 

Commission dismiss the complaint with prejudice.   

69. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence 

of this paragraph that an entity exercised market power that resulted in an 

excessive clearing price for Zone 4 in the 2015-2016 PRA.  In Ameren Energy 

Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the 

argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an appropriate 

geographic market for determining market power.  MISO denies the allegation in 

the second sentence that market power is likely to be exercised in the future.  

MISO denies the allegation in the third and sixth sentences that market power is 

likely to be exercised in the bilateral market for capacity.  MISO admits the 

allegations in the fourth sentence.  MISO lacks sufficient information to form a 
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response to the allegation in the fifth sentence that Dynegy would have no 

motivation to sell capacity in the bilateral market for less than it would bid the 

capacity in the capacity auction.  MISO would have to speculate about Dynegy’s 

motivation to respond to that allegation. 

70. Except to the extent otherwise specifically admitted below, MISO denies any and 

all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence 

of this paragraph that there was a market failure in the 2015-2016 PRA.  No 

response is required to the speculation contained in the second and third 

sentences.  MISO admits the allegation in the fourth sentence that Zone 4 has 

more capacity than is required under its current Local Clearing Requirement.  

MISO denies that Load Serving Entities within Zone 4 are “subjected to 

astronomical capacity prices.”  MISO denies the allegation in this paragraph that 

Dynegy has market power in the relevant market.  The remainder of the paragraph 

contains speculation regarding Dynegy’s actions for which no response is 

required.   

71. To the extent a response is required MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph.  No response is required to the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO 

denies the allegation in the second sentence that MISO made any missteps 

regarding its decision not to revise the boundaries of Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-

16 PRA, or that MISO submitted “to the will” of Dynegy.  MISO denies the 

allegations in the third and fourth sentences.  MISO respectfully requests that the 

complaint be dismissed with prejudice, and that any changes to MISO’s Tariff be 

proposed and considered through MISO’s stakeholder process.    
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72. To the extent a response is required MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph.  No response is required to the first, third and fourth sentences of this 

paragraph.  MISO denies the allegations in the second sentence of this paragraph 

that there was a “catastrophic market failure” or that a “market participant 

exercised market power.”  In Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 

61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub 

region within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market for 

determining market power.   

73. This paragraph sets forth legal conclusions to which no response is required.  To 

the extent a response is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph. 

74. This paragraph sets forth legal conclusions to which no response is required.  To 

the extent a response is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph. 

75. MISO denies the allegation in the first sentence that the clearing price for Zone 4 

in the 2015-2016 PRA was the product of market manipulation or a flawed 

market design.  The remainder of this paragraph sets forth legal conclusions and 

asserts allegations against Dynegy, to which no response is required.  To the 

extent a response is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph. 

76. MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response to the allegations in this 

paragraph concerning Dynegy’s intentions and therefore MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph. 
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77. MISO denies the allegations in this paragraph that Dynegy withheld capacity 

from Zone 4 in the 2015-2016 PRA, manipulated prices or was a monopoly.  

MISO lacks sufficient information to form a response concerning allegations 

regarding Dynegy’s intentions, and therefore denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph. 

78. MISO takes no position concerning whether the Commission should initiate the 

requested investigation. 

79. No response is required to this paragraph. 

80-86. These paragraphs set forth Southwestern’s requests for relief.  MISO denies that 

the clearing price for Zone 4 in the 2015-2016 PRA was unjust and unreasonable.  

MISO respectfully requests that the complaint be dismissed with prejudice. 
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MISO’S PARAGRAPH SPECIFIC ANSWERS TO THE COMPLAINT OF THE 
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, BY ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL LISA 

MADIGAN 
 

In accordance with Rule 213(c)(2)(i) of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(c)(2)(i) (2015), to the 

extent practicable and to the best of Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.’s 

(“MISO”) knowledge and belief at this time, MISO admits or denies below the factual 

allegations in complaint of The People of the State of Illinois, By Illinois Attorney General Lisa 

Madigan’s (“Illinois AG”).  To the extent that any fact or allegation in the complaint is not 

specifically admitted below, it is denied.  Except as stated below, MISO does not admit any facts 

in the form or manner stated in the complaint. 

1. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph. 

2. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph.  

3. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to first two 

sentences of this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required MISO denies any 

and all allegations in the first two sentences of this paragraph.  The third sentence 

in this paragraph does not require an answer because it sets forth a legal 

conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the third sentence in this paragraph.  MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the fourth sentence, including that the 2015-16 Planning Resource 

Auction (“PRA”) did not establish competitive capacity prices. 
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4. No response is required to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph. 

5. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in the first sentence of this 

paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in the second sentence subject to the 

clarification that MISO is limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Open 

Access Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff (“Tariff”) 

from revealing the names of the sellers of capacity in the 2015-16 PRA. 

6. To the best of MISO’s information and belief, the Illinois Attorney General 

represents the People of the State of Illinois on public utility issues and on that 

basis, MISO admits the allegations in the first sentence of this paragraph.  The 

remainder of this paragraph does not require an answer because it sets forth a 

legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the remainder of this paragraph.   

7. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph.   

8. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO denies the allegations in the first sentence of this 

paragraph that it designs and runs several Zonal PRAs.  Rather, MISO administers 

one PRA on an annual basis for the entire MISO region.  MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the second sentence, including that it “decides, among other things, 

how to divide its overall North American footprint into regional zones based on 

transmission constraints and other factors.”  The boundaries of MISO’s Local 

Resource Zones were originally developed pursuant to the factors identified in its 
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Tariff and filed with the Commission for approval.  MISO may reevaluate the 

boundaries of the Local Resource Zones so long as certain triggers that are 

specified in its Tariff are satisfied.  Regarding the remainder of the second 

sentence, MISO admits that it performs these functions pursuant to the 

procedures, formula and factors as specified in its Tariff and further explained in 

its Business Practice Manuals.   

9. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph. 

10. MISO denies any and all allegations in the first sentence because in Ameren 

Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the 

argument that any particular sub region within MISO represented an appropriate 

geographic market for purposes of determining whether a supplier was pivotal.  

The remainder of this paragraph does not require an answer because it sets forth a 

legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the remainder of this paragraph.     

11. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph.   

12. No response is required to this paragraph because it sets forth the Illinois AG’s 

request for relief.  To the extent an answer is required MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph.  MISO respectfully requests that the complaint be 

dismissed with prejudice.   

13. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.   MISO denies any and all allegations in the first sentence to the 

extent it implies that the PRA is a mandatory auction.  Load serving entities 

participate in PRAs on a voluntary basis.  They may also self-supply or enter into 
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bilateral contracts to meet their capacity obligations.  MISO admits the allegations 

in the remainder of the paragraph subject to the clarification that quotes ascribed 

to MISO in the second sentence are excerpts and the document from which they 

were taken, as a whole, speaks for itself. 

14. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence.  MISO denies 

the allegation that it runs separate PRAs for each Local Resource Zone.  Rather, 

MISO administers one PRA on an annual basis for the entire MISO region.  

Otherwise, MISO admits the allegations in the second and third sentences subject 

to the clarification that the boundaries of the Local Resource Zones are submitted 

to the Commission for approval.  MISO admits the allegations in the fourth 

sentence to the extent it describes certain factors specified in Section 68A.3 of 

MISO’s Tariff, but MISO clarifies that  Section 68A.3 permits MISO to 

reevaluate the boundaries of the Local Resource Zones if certain triggers are met, 

i.e., there are significant changes in membership, the Transmission System, and/or 

Resources.  Further, Section 68A.3 speaks for itself. 

15. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph, including, but not limited 

to, the implication that MISO has broad discretion to set Capacity Export Limits, 

Capacity Import Limits and Local Clearing Requirements.  MISO’s Tariff and 

Resource Adequacy BPM provide specific parameters MISO is required to use to 

calculate Capacity Export Limits, Capacity Import Limits, and Local Clearing 

Requirements.  
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16. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

Tariff speaks for itself. 

17. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

Tariff speaks for itself. 

18. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that the 

Tariff speaks for itself. 

19. MISO admits the allegations in the first sentence of this paragraph subject to the 

clarification that the Tariff speaks for itself.  MISO is without information or 

belief sufficient to form a response to second sentence of this paragraph.  To the 

extent an answer is required, MISO denies the allegations in the second sentence 

of this paragraph. 

20. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence that in the 

spring of 2014 MISO considered combining Zones 4 and 5.  MISO properly 

decided, however, that it should not make a Tariff filing to change the 

geographical boundaries of Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-2016 PRA, and instead 

should further consider the combination of these Zones within the context of a 

broader evaluation of Zonal boundaries.  In the spring of 2014, MISO presented 

information to stakeholders that reported certain data from a study that analyzed 

the potential combination of Local Resource Zones 4 and 5.  MISO admits the 

allegations in the second sentence subject to a clarification that the allegations 

reflect only a portion of the information reported and factors considered in a June 

12, 2014 Loss of Load Expectation Working Group (“LOLEWG”)/ Supply 
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Adequacy Working Group (“SAWG”) joint meeting.  The documents cited at 

footnotes 33 and 34 of the Illinois AG complaint reflect other factors not 

discussed in Paragraph 20 of the Illinois AG complaint, and those documents 

speak for themselves.  MISO denies any and all allegations in the third sentence.  

MISO only indicated that it was targeting a tariff filing with an updated Local 

Resource Zone map in the June/July timeframe; MISO did not state that it had 

definitely decided to make such a tariff filing.  MISO admits the allegation in the 

fourth sentence that Dynegy, Inc. (“Dynegy”) objected to the proposal to combine 

Zones 4 and 5, but denies any suggestion that Dynegy’s objection, on a stand-

alone basis, was the reason MISO did not propose to combine Zones 4 and 5.   

21. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies the allegations in 

this paragraph.  The referenced application and Commission order speak for 

themselves. 

22. This paragraph describes a Commission order and thus no response is required.  

The referenced Commission order speaks for itself.  To the extent an answer is 

required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph. 

23. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph.  The Commission order in Docket No. EC13-93 

speaks for itself. 

24. The first sentence in this paragraph quotes an excerpt from a court opinion for 

which no response is required.  The second sentence in this paragraph does not 
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require an answer because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  To the extent an 

answer is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in the first and second 

sentence in this paragraph, including that the clearing price in the 2015-2016 PRA 

for Zone 4 does not fall within a zone of reasonableness. 

25. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a 

response to the allegation in the first sentence that “the supply serving Zone 4 is 

more than sufficient” as the complaint fails to specify the purpose for which 

supply is sufficient.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies the 

allegations in the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO denies the remainder of 

the allegation in the first sentence as Complainant has not defined the term 

“highly concentrated.”  To the extent that allegation is premised on the Hefindahl-

Hirschman Index (“HHI”) calculation in the second sentence, MISO lacks 

sufficient information to form a response to the allegation (as well as the 

allegations in the second sentence).  The allegations appear to be based on 

calculations done by Complainant’s affiant, Robert McCullough, for which there 

are no workpapers.  The third sentence in this paragraph sets forth a legal 

conclusion to which no response is required.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph and notes that the cited 

Commission order speaks for itself. 

26. MISO admits the allegation in this paragraph. 

27. This paragraph contains allegations against an entity other than MISO, to which 

MISO is not required to respond, and MISO is without information or belief 
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sufficient to form a response to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is 

required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph. 

28. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in the first sentence in this 

paragraph.  MISO is limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Tariff from 

admitting or denying the allegations in the second sentence of this paragraph. 

29. On information and belief, to the best of MISO’s knowledge, the statement in this 

paragraph is accurate. 

30. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits that there were 11,156 MW of bids received in 

the 2015-2016 PRA for Zone 4.  MISO is limited by the confidentiality provisions 

in its Tariff from admitting or denying the remaining allegation in this paragraph. 

31. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence of this 

paragraph concerning the approximate percentage of capacity Dynegy owns in 

Zone 4.  MISO denies any and all allegations in the second sentence because, 

among other things, in Ameren Energy Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 

(2013), the Commission rejected the argument that any particular sub region 

within MISO represented an appropriate geographic market.  Further, the 

assertion that “[t]his is material to the PRA” is vague and/or states a legal 

conclusion to which no response is required.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in the third sentence in this paragraph.  
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MISO admits that for the 2015-2016 PRA the Zone 4 Capacity Import Limit was 

3,130 MW and Local Clearing Requirement was 8,852 MW. 

32. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO denies any and all allegations in the first sentence.  The 

total unforced capacity for Zone 4 during the 2015-2016 PRA was 13,484.1 MW.  

MISO admits the allegations in the second and third sentences if the allegations 

are based on Dynegy’s capacity in Zone 4.   

33. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  In Ameren Energy 

Generating Co., 145 FERC ¶ 61,034 (2013), the Commission rejected the 

argument that any particular sub region within MISO represents an appropriate 

geographic market for purposes of determining whether a supplier is pivotal.  

MISO also denies any and all allegations in the third sentence as it would require 

speculation on MISO’s part about Dynegy’s and other generators’ bidding 

strategies. 

34. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph as any response would 

require speculation on MISO’s part. 

35. This paragraph contains allegations directed to an entity other than MISO, to 

which MISO is not required to respond.  Further, the cited document speaks for 

itself. 

36. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that 

Module E-1 of MISO’s Tariff and MISO’s Business Practice Manuals sets forth 

the complete set of rules for MISO’s PRAs. 
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37. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  The Commission has held 

that MISO and other Regional Transmission Organization’s (“RTO”) market 

designs that utilize a uniform clearing price are just and reasonable.  

38. This paragraph does not require an answer because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  

To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph, including that the clearing price for Zone 4 in the 2015-2016 PRA was 

unjust and unreasonable or does not reflect the true state of the market consistent 

with the resource adequacy construct the Commission approved in Midwest 

Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012). 

39. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in the first and third sentences in 

this paragraph, but notes that the cited documents speak for themselves.  MISO 

denies any and all allegations in the second sentence as MISO did not make the 

statement allegedly made concerning the Zone 4 price.  The cited document, 

Attachment D to the Affidavit of Robert McCullough, sets forth MISO’s actual 

statements. 

40. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph but notes that the quote is an 

excerpt from a document and the document speaks for itself and has a more 

complete discussion of the topic.   

41. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in the first three sentences of the 

paragraph.  MISO denies any and all allegations in the last sentence of the 
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paragraph.  The allegation states a conclusion that fails to take into account all 

factors that can affect Auction Clearing Prices. 

42. This paragraph does not require an answer because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  

To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph, including that the data relied upon by the Illinois AG demonstrate that 

the 2015-2016 PRA Zone 4 clearing price was unjust and unreasonable or did not 

reflect the true cost and availability of capacity consistent with the resource 

adequacy construct approved by the Commission. 

43. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that its 

Tariff sets forth a complete explanation of the matters discussed in this paragraph. 

44. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that its 

Tariff sets forth a complete explanation of the matters discussed in this paragraph. 

45. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject to the clarification that its 

Tariff sets forth a complete explanation of the matters discussed in this paragraph. 

46. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph. 

47. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph. 

48. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph. 
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49. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a 

response to the first sentence of this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is 

required, MISO denies any and all allegations in the first sentence of this 

paragraph.  MISO denies any and all allegations in the second sentence.  Based 

upon its information and belief, MISO’s Independent Market Monitor (“IMM”) 

determined that the opportunity cost was $155.79/MW-day. 

50. MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph although the allegations are 

irrelevant.  The reference price for the MISO PRA is based on opportunity costs.  

See Section 64.1.4e. 

51. MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph because (1) the 

Commission has concluded that the market structure of the PRA is just and 

reasonable, and (2) under MISO’s Commission-accepted resource adequacy 

construct, generators’ actual costs are irrelevant to a determination whether their 

bids are just and reasonable.   

52. This paragraph does not require an answer because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  

To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph for the reasons stated in the text of its Answer. 

53. MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies the allegations in 

this paragraph.  

54. This paragraph does not require an answer because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  

To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 
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paragraph, including that the 2015-2016 PRA Zone 4 clearing price was unjust 

and unreasonable or uncompetitive.   

55. MISO denies the allegations in this paragraph.  The issues pending in the Illinois 

AG complaint are substantially similar to those pending in Docket Nos. ER15-70 

and ER15-72.   

56. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  Subparagraph A does not require an answer because it sets 

forth a legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any 

and all allegations in Subparagraph A, including that the 2015-2016 PRA Zone 4 

clearing price was unjust and unreasonable.  The remaining subparagraphs set 

forth varying requests for relief.  MISO respectfully requests that the complaint be 

dismissed with prejudice, and that any changes to MISO’s Tariff be proposed and 

considered through MISO’s stakeholder process. 

57. No response is required to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph. 

58. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegation in the first sentence of this 

paragraph.  MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to 

the remainder of this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO 

denies the allegations in the remainder of this paragraph. 

59. MISO opposes alternate dispute resolution in this instance because there is no 

allegation that it committed any error under its Tariff.  However, any changes to 
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MISO’s Tariff may be proposed and considered through MISO’s stakeholder 

process. 

60. No response is required to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph. 

61. Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph.  MISO admits that it was served with the complaint.  MISO is 

without information or belief sufficient to form a response to the remainder of this 

paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies the allegations in 

the remainder of this paragraph.  

62. Regarding the request for fast track processing, MISO respectfully requests that 

the Commission dismiss the complaint with prejudice.  In the event that the 

Commission does not dismiss the complaint, MISO would not object to fast track 

processing.  MISO is without information or belief sufficient to form a response 

to the remainder of this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO 

denies the allegations in the remainder of this paragraph, including that the 2015-

2016 PRA Zone 4 clearing price was unjust and unreasonable.   

63. No response to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies 

the allegations in this paragraph.  MISO’s position is that the complaint should be 

dismissed with prejudice.   
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MISO’S PARAGRAPH SPECIFIC ANSWERS  
TO PUBLIC CITIZEN, INC.’S COMPLAINT 

In accordance with Rule 213(c)(2)(i) of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(c)(2)(i) (2015), to the 

extent practicable and to the best of Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.’s 

(“MISO”) knowledge and belief at this time, MISO admits or denies below the factual 

allegations in Public Citizen, Inc.’s (“Public Citizen”) complaint.  To the extent that any fact or 

allegation in the complaint is not specifically admitted below, it is denied.  Except as stated 

below, MISO does not admit any facts in the form or manner stated in the complaint. 

• Page 1, first full paragraph - This paragraph requests relief and sets forth a legal 

conclusion that MISO violated the Federal Power Act (“FPA”) and the 

Commission’s rules thereunder. No answer is required to Public Citizen’s 

assertion of a legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies 

any and all allegations in this paragraph including that the 2015-16 Planning 

Resource Auction (“PRA”) contravened or violated the FPA.  Further, the 

complaint should be dismissed with prejudice and Public Citizen’s request for 

relief should be denied. 

• Page 1, second full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer 

because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph including that (1) the 

clearing price for Local Resource Zone (“Zone”) 4 in the 2015-16 PRA was 

highly excessive, unjust and unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory, (2) the 

clearing price for Zone 4 in the 2015-16 PRA was the result of illegal 
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manipulation, gaming, or capacity withholding, and (3) MISO was required to file 

to change rates under FPA Section 205 as a result of conducting the 2015-16 

PRA. 

• Page 1, third full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it sets forth a legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies 

any and all allegations in this paragraph including that MISO has undertaken any 

act contrary to the letter and spirit of the FPA or failed to disclose any information 

that is required to be publicly available. 

• Page 2, first full paragraph - MISO is without information or belief sufficient to 

form a response to this paragraph, therefore, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph. 

• Page 2, second full paragraph - MISO is without information or belief sufficient 

to form a response to this paragraph, therefore, MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph. 

• Page 2, third full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO 

denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.    MISO denies the allegation in 

the first sentence since there is no record to confirm the quoted language being 

attributed to the MISO employee.  MISO explained to stakeholders that the 

employee made a misstatement, and that MISO did not use PRA offer strategies 

as a basis for evaluating the combination of Zones 4 and 5.  MISO denies any and 

all allegations in the second sentence including that MISO proposed to merge 

Zones 4 and 5 “to mitigate Dynegy’s Ameren acquisition.”  MISO denies any and 

all allegations in the third sentence including that Dynegy, Inc. (“Dynegy”) 
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inappropriately influenced MISO’s decision regarding whether or not to file a 

proposal to combine Zones 4 and 5.  MISO properly decided that it should not 

combine Zones 4 and 5 for the 2015-16 PRA, and instead should further consider 

the Zone combination within the context of a broader evaluation of Zonal 

boundaries.  MISO denies the allegation in the fourth sentence (see the 

explanation immediately above concerning the reason for not combining Zones 4 

and 5 for the 2015-16 PRA), except it admits that a Dynegy representative was 

the vice-chair of the Supply Adequacy Working Group (“SAWG”).  MISO admits 

that in June 24, 2014, it notified stakeholders it would delay a filing to combine 

Zones 4 and 5 in order to continue evaluation of Zonal boundaries. 

• Page 2, fourth full paragraph - MISO admits the allegation in this paragraph that it 

has not disclosed Company-specific auction data subject to the clarification that  

MISO is limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Tariff from revealing the 

names of the sellers of capacity in the 2015-16 PRA.  MISO is without 

information or belief sufficient to form a response concerning the allegation 

regarding what Dynegy stated in its 2015 first quarter filing with the Securities 

and Exchange Commission, but the document from which a quote appears to have 

been excerpted speaks for itself. 

• Page 2-3, carry over paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO can neither admit 

nor deny the allegation in the first sentence of this paragraph because MISO is 

limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Tariff from revealing the names of 

the sellers of capacity in the 2015-16 PRA.  MISO admits the allegation in the 
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second sentence.  MISO admits the allegation in the third sentence subject to the 

clarification that MISO does not admit that the control was legally significant.  

MISO denies the allegation in the fourth sentence since there is no record to 

confirm the quoted language being attributed to the MISO employee.  MISO 

explained to stakeholders that the employee made a misstatement, and that MISO 

did not use PRA offer strategies as a basis for evaluating the combination of 

Zones 4 and 5. MISO admits the allegations the allegations in the fifth sentence 

that the clearing price for Zone 4 increased from $16.75/MW-day to $150/MW-

day from the 2014-2015 PRA to the 2015-16 PRA, but MISO denies the 

characterization that the price “skyrocketed.”  MISO is without sufficient 

information or belief to respond to the allegation in the sixth sentence.  To the 

extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in the sixth 

sentence including that Dynegy engaged in capacity withholding.  MISO denies 

any and all allegations in the last sentence including that MISO determined that 

Dynegy had market power or that it proposed to mitigate Dynegy’s alleged 

market power by combining Zones 4 and 5. 

• Page 3, first full paragraph - The first sentence in this  paragraph does not require 

an answer because it would require MISO to speculate about Dynegy’s incentives.  

To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph including that Dynegy engaged in capacity withholding or that Dynegy 

created a shortage in capacity to drive up the 2015-16 PRA clearing price.  MISO 

is without sufficient information or belief to respond to the allegation in the 

second sentence concerning power companies making money by creating 
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shortages or selling less power.  Complainant provides no factual support for the 

allegation.  To the extent a response is required, MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the second sentence. 

• Page 3, second full paragraph - MISO is without sufficient information to form a 

response to the allegations in this paragraph all which appear to be based on 

hearsay.  To the extent a response is required, MISO denies the allegations in this 

paragraph. 

•  Page 3-4, carryover paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO can neither admit 

nor deny the allegation in the first sentence of this paragraph because MISO is 

limited by the confidentiality provisions in its Tariff from revealing the names of 

the sellers of capacity in the 2015-16 PRA.  MISO admits the allegation in the 

second sentence that the clearing price for Zone 4 increased from $16.75/MW-day 

to $150/MW-day from the 2014-2015 PRA to the 2015-16 PRA, but MISO denies 

any and all other allegations in the second sentence, including that Dynegy 

intentionally withheld capacity.  MISO is without sufficient information or belief 

to form a response to the allegations in the third sentence.  MISO however denies 

any and all inference in the third sentence that Dynegy profited from withholding 

capacity. 

• Page 4, first full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO 

denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegation in 

the first sentence that it made no changes to the Local Clearing Requirement in 

Zone 4 based on Dynegy’s acquisition of the Ameren generating plants but notes 
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that changing the Local Clearing Requirement based upon a generation owner’s 

acquisitions would have violated its Tariff.  MISO admits the allegation in the 

second sentence.  Determination of the Local Clearing Requirement is a 

mathematical calculation based on Tariff requirements.  MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the third sentence, including that Dynegy engaged in capacity 

withholding or that any action by MISO may have facilitated any such conduct. 

• Page 4, second full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the 

allegations in the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the second sentence, including the implication that (1) MISO’s 

PRAs and/or stakeholder process are unfair or tainted in any way, and (2) that 

design of MISO’s PRA was not submitted to the Commission for review or that 

the MISO PRA was not accepted by the Commission (although certain provisions 

submitted as a part of a compliance filing are pending before the Commission).   

• Page 4, third full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it makes allegations against another entity, and MISO is without information or 

belief sufficient to form a response to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is 

required, MISO denies the relevance of any such information, if it is accurate, and 

notes that the documents cited speak for themselves. 

• Page 5, first full paragraph - MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph, including that (1) MISO is inappropriately influenced by “ISO 

shopping,” (2) Dynegy has the ability to “ISO shop,” (3) Dynegy made any threat 

to MISO to “ISO shop,” (4) MISO acquiesced to any threats from a generator to 
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leave MISO, (5) MISO was bullied by Dynegy, and (6) MISO prioritizes the 

demands of its large owners of generation over consumers in its regions.   

• Page 5, second full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  The first and second 

sentences of this paragraph do not require an answer because they make 

allegations against another entity, and MISO is without information or belief 

sufficient to form a response to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is 

required, MISO notes that the documents cited in the first two sentences speak for 

themselves and the quote consists of an excerpt from a larger document.  MISO 

denies any and all allegations in the last sentence of this paragraph, including the 

insinuation that Dynegy inappropriately influenced MISO regarding its 

administration of the PRA.  MISO also notes that the allegations in this paragraph 

are based on hearsay. 

•  Page 5, third full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it makes allegations against another entity, and MISO is without information or 

belief sufficient to form a response to this paragraph.  To the extent an answer is 

required, MISO notes that the document cited speaks for itself.  MISO also notes 

that the allegations in the paragraph are based on hearsay. 

• Pages 5-6, carryover paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  This paragraph does not 

require an answer because it makes allegations against another entity, and MISO 

is without information or belief sufficient to form a response to this paragraph.  

To the extent an answer is required, MISO notes that the document cited speaks 
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for itself.  In addition, MISO denies any and all allegations insinuated by the 

paragraph, including that MISO “changed its capacity market rules to more 

closely align with PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”)’s far more lucrative 

arrangement.”  MISO also notes that the allegations in this paragraph are based on 

hearsay. 

• Page 6, first full paragraph - MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph, including that MISO’s resource adequacy construct does not promote 

increased reliability in the capacity market by sending accurate price signals to 

generators.  

• Page 6, second full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the first sentence of this paragraph, including that (1) there is any 

kind of problem with the Commission having placed a private organization in 

charge of developing power markets in MISO or in any other Regional 

Transmission Organization (“RTO”) or Independent System Operator (“ISO”), 

(2) MISO makes decisions regarding its proposals to Commission regarding 

market structure based upon “insecurity about member flight” and (3) MISO 

prioritizes “power generator profits at the direct expense of consumers.”  MISO 

denies any and all allegations in the second sentence of this paragraph, including 

that consumers are not adequately engaged through the stakeholder process.  

MISO denies any and all allegations in the third sentence of this paragraph, 

including the insinuation that MISO is improperly influenced by power marketers 

through the stakeholder process, and MISO notes that the document from which a 
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quote is excerpted speaks for itself.  MISO denies any and all allegations in the 

last sentence of this paragraph, including that consumers are inadequately 

represented in the stakeholder process or before the Commission. 

• Pages 6-7, carryover paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the 

allegations in this paragraph, except MISO denies the claim that it fails to strive to 

propose just and reasonable rate structures consistent with its obligation under 

Section 205 of the FPA.  MISO also notes that the document from which a quote 

is excerpted speaks for itself.  

• Page 7, first full paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph subject 

to the clarification that the Commission’s order from which a quote is excerpted 

speaks for itself. 

• Page 7, second full paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph 

subject to the clarification that the LOLEWG has also been involved in 

development of MISO’s PRAs. 

• Page 7, third full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO 

denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in 

the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO admits the allegations in the second 

and third sentence, subject to the clarification that the meeting minutes speak for 

themselves.   MISO denies any and all allegations in the last sentence of this 

paragraph, including that MISO only makes “bare-bones” minutes available. 

• Page 7, fourth full paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph.     
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• Page 7, fifth full paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph, 

subject to the clarification that the Commission’s order and the cited MISO 

compliance filing speak for themselves.  MISO denies the characterization in this 

paragraph that the Commission requested MISO to “fracture its market.” 

• Page 8, first full paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph, 

subject to the clarification that no participant filed a protest to the boundaries of 

the seven Local Resource Zones and that MISO’s compliance filing that included 

a map of the Local Resource Zones in its Tariff is still pending before the 

Commission. 

• Page 8, second full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer 

because it makes allegations against another entity, and MISO is without 

information or belief sufficient to form a response to this paragraph.  MISO 

admits that 4 power plants Dynegy acquired from Ameren are in Zone 4. 

• Page 8, third full paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph, 

subject to the clarification that neither MISO nor MISO’s Independent Market 

Monitor (“IMM”) were required to intervene in the proceeding and that Public 

Citizen also did not intervene in the proceeding. 

• Page 8, fourth full paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph, 

subject to the clarification that the Commission’s order speaks for itself. 

• Page 8, fifth full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer.  It 

characterizes the Commission’s Order.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph. 
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• Page 8, sixth full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it sets forth a legal conclusion.   

• Pages 8-9, carryover paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph. 

• Page 9, first full paragraph - MISO admits the allegations in this paragraph. 

• Page 9, second full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO admits the 

allegations in the first sentence of this paragraph.  MISO denies any and all 

allegations in the second sentence of this paragraph, including any suggestion that 

(1) MISO’s Tariff would have permitted it to adjust the Local Clearing 

Requirement for Zone 4 due to Dynegy’s acquisition, and (2) Dynegy withheld 

capacity from the PRA. 

• Page 9, third full paragraph - Except to the extent otherwise specified here, MISO 

denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO denies any and all 

allegations and inferences in the first sentence of this paragraph that the Auction 

Clearing Price for Zone 4 in the 2015-16 PRA was not just and reasonable. MISO 

denies characterization in the second sentence of this paragraph that MISO was 

congratulating itself.  The document from which the quote was excerpted speaks 

for itself.  MISO denies any and all allegations in the third sentence of this 

paragraph, including the insinuation that MISO was required to provide further 

explanation or information than it provided.  MISO admits the allegation in the 

last sentence of this paragraph subject to the clarification that the document from 

which the quote was excerpted speaks for itself. 
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• Pages 9-10, carryover paragraph - The first sentence of this paragraph does not 

require an answer because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  MISO is without 

sufficient information or belief to respond to the remaining allegations in the 

paragraph other than to note that they appear to have no relevance to this matter. 

• Page 10, first full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it sets forth a legal conclusion.  Further, the quoted statement is hearsay and the 

document from which it was taken speaks for itself. 

• Pages 10-11, carryover paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer 

because it sets forth Public Citizen’s request for relief.  To the extent an answer is 

required, MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph.  MISO’s position 

is that the complaint should be dismissed with prejudice. 

• Page 11, first full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it sets forth a legal conclusion.  MISO’s answer sets forth a full explanation that 

shows that Public Citizen has misinterpreted the Lockyer II opinion referred to in 

this paragraph. 

• Page 11-12, carryover paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer 

because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  MISO’s answer sets forth a full 

explanation that shows that Public Citizen has misinterpreted the Lockyer II 

opinion referred to in this paragraph.  

• Page 12, first full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it sets forth a legal conclusion.  MISO’s answer sets forth a full explanation that 

shows that Public Citizen has misinterpreted the Lockyer II opinion referred to in 

this paragraph. 
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• Page 12, second full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer 

because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  MISO’s answer sets forth a full 

explanation that shows that Public Citizen has misinterpreted the Lockyer II 

opinion referred to in this paragraph. 

• Page 12, third full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it sets forth a legal conclusion.  MISO’s answer sets forth a full explanation that 

shows that Public Citizen has misinterpreted the Lockyer II opinion referred to in 

this paragraph. 

• Pages 12-13, carryover paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer 

because it sets forth a legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required, 

MISO denies any and all allegations in this paragraph, including the 

characterization that the Commission has delegated its duties to MISO and that 

MISO fails to adhere to the just and reasonable standard under the FPA. 

• Pages 13, first full paragraph - This paragraph does not require an answer because 

it sets forth a legal conclusion.  To the extent an answer is required, MISO denies 

any and all allegations in this paragraph, including the characterization that the 

Commission has delegated its duties to MISO and that the Commission does not 

have an opportunity to review the PRA or the ability to order refunds when the 

charges are found to be unjust and unreasonable. 

• Page 13, second full paragraph - MISO is without information or belief sufficient 

to form a response to this paragraph, therefore, MISO denies any and all 

allegations in this paragraph. 
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• Page 13, third full paragraph - MISO is without information or belief sufficient to 

form a response to this paragraph, therefore, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph. 

• Page 14, first full paragraph - MISO is without information or belief sufficient to 

form a response to this paragraph, therefore, MISO denies any and all allegations 

in this paragraph. 

• Page 14, second full paragraph - This paragraph sets forth Public Citizen’s request 

for relief.  Public Citizen’s complaint should be dismissed with prejudice. 

• Page 14, third full paragraph.  This paragraph does not require an answer.  

Nevertheless, MISO admits that informal dispute procedures are not appropriate.   

• Page 14, fourth full paragraph - MISO denies any and all allegations in this 

paragraph, including that MISO was required to file the results of the PRA with 

the Commission under Section 205 of the FPA.  MISO respectfully requests that 

the Commission dismiss the complaint with prejudice.  In the event that the 

Commission does not dismiss the complaint, MISO would not object to fast track 

processing.   

• Page 15, first full paragraph - This paragraph sets forth Public Citizen’s request 

for relief.  MISO respectfully requests that the Commission dismiss the complaint 

with prejudice.   
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Executive Summary 
• The recently published Planning Resource Auction results indicate 

adequate resources in the region for the June 2015 to May 2016 
planning year. 

• Incremental cost of capacity is low in most of the region (under 
$3.50/MW-Day) except in Illinois ($150.00/MW-Day). 

• Illinois cleared at a higher price because of higher incremental cost 
of capacity in the zone. 
– To meet the local resource requirement in the zone, this higher priced 

capacity was needed and therefore set the price for the zone. 

• The Illinois price is significantly higher than the rest of the region and 
than prices we have seen in the past auctions. However, the price is 
comparable to PJM’s price for this planning year. 

• The Independent Market Monitor performed their tariff required 
review of submitted offers to ensure a competitive market outcome. 
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2015/2016 Auction Clearing Price Overview 

Zone 
Local Balancing 
Authorities 

Price  
$/MW-Day 

1 
DPC, GRE, MDU, MP, 
NSP, OTP SMP 

$3.48 

2 
ALTE, MGE, UPPC, 
WEC, WPS, MIUP 

$3.48 

3 ALTW, MEC, MPW $3.48 

4 AMIL, CWLP, SIPC $150.00 

5 AMMO, CWLD $3.48 

6 
BREC, DUK(IN), HE, 
IPL, NIPSCO, SIGE 

$3.48 

7 CONS, DECO $3.48 

8 EAI $3.29 

9 
CLEC, EES, LAFA, 
LAGN, LEPA, SMEPA 

$3.29 

3 
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Auction Inputs and Considerations 
• MISO’s Resource Adequacy construct combines regional and local 

criteria to achieve a least-cost solution for the region as a whole 
subject to the following: 
– MISO-wide reserve margin requirements  
– Local Reliability Requirements 
– Zonal transmission limitations (Capacity Import/Export Limits) 
– If applicable, Sub-Regional contractual limitations such as between 

MISO’s South and Central/North Regions 
• The zonal capacity requirement must be met with Resources located 

within the zone 
• The MISO-wide reserve margin requirement is shared among the 

zones, and zones may import capacity to meet this requirement 
• The Independent Market Monitor reviews the auction results for 

physical and economic withholding 
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2015/2016 Planning Resource Auction Detailed Results 

5 

Local Resource Zone  

Z1  
(MN, ND, 
Western 

WI) 

Z2 
(Eastern 

WI, Upper 
MI) 

Z3 
(IA) 

Z4 
(IL) 

Z5 
(MO) 

Z6  
(IN, KY) 

Z7 
(MI) 

Z8 
(AR) 

Z9 
(LA, MS, 

TX) 
SYSTEM 

CPDF (Coincident Peak 
Demand Forecast) 16,525 12,429 8,876 9,518 8,176 17,592 20,522 7,424 23,035 124,097 

PRMR (Planning 
Reserve Margin 
Requirement) 

18,321 13,566 9,768 10,420 8,910 19,409 22,678 8,118 25,170 136,359 

LCR (Local Clearing 
Requirement ) 15,982 12,332 8,695 8,852 6,527 14,677 21,442 7,850 23,609 N/A 

Total Offer Submitted 4,867 3,071 5,922 11,156 7,926 14,832 14,103 9,562 26,193 97,632 

LCR as a % of PRMR 87% 91% 89% 85% 73% 76% 95% 97% 94% N/A 

Total FRAP (Fixed 
Resource Adequacy 
Plan) 

14,494 11,817 4,113 838 0 4,853 9,456 397 2,261 48,229 

Offer Cleared + FRAP 18,495 14,497 9,813 8,852 7,885 19,015 23,515 8,526 25,762 136,359 

Import / (Export) (175) (931) (45) 1,568  1,026  394  (837) (408) (592) 2,988 

CIL (Capacity Import 
Limit) 3,735 2,903 1,972 3,130 3,899 5,649 3,813 2,074 3,320 N/A  

CEL (Capacity Export 
Limit) 604 1,516 1,477 4,125 0 2,930 4,804 3,022 3,239 N/A 

ACP (Auction Clearing 
Price) $/MW-Day $3.48 $3.48  $3.48  $150.00  $3.48  $3.48  $3.48  $3.29  $3.29   N/A  
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Next Steps: Auction Output and Settlements  
• Key outputs from the auction are:  

– A commitment of capacity to the MISO region, including performance 
obligations 

– The capacity price (Auction Clearing Price) for each zone  
• This price drives the settlements process 

– Load that did not FRAP pays the auction clearing price for the zone in 
which it is physically located 

– Cleared capacity (ZRCs) that did not FRAP is paid the auction clearing 
price for the zone where it is physically located 

• External resources are paid the auction clearing price of the zone where 
their firm transmission service crosses into MISO 

• When price separation between zones occurs, a zone’s use of 
resources located outside of its boundaries will result in MISO 
over collecting auction revenues 
– This over-collection is allocated, per the MISO tariff, to the Load within 

the applicable zone(s) 
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• Zonal Deliverability Benefits (ZDBs) occur when constraints 
cause price separation resulting in over-collection of auction 
revenues in importing zones or groups of zones. 

• Per the Tariff, ZDBs are allocated: 
– First to fund any Grandmother Agreements (GMA) - none 
– Next to fund any Zonal Deliverability Hedges - none 
– Finally, any remaining ZDB is allocated pro-rata to LSEs in 

applicable Local Resource Zones. 
 

• Per the Tariff, the ZDB for 2015/16 will be a credit of 
$23.47/MW-day to load in zone 4.   
 

• See Appendix for details. 

ZDB Determination 
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Auction Clearing Prices relative to key 
thresholds 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All values in $/MW-day 
*Based on PJM Weighted Average Resource Clearing Price = $136.18/MW-day by IMM 

**Conduct Threshold = Reference Level + 10% of CONE 
 

Zone 1 
(MN, 
ND, 

Western 
WI) 

Zone 2 
(Eastern 

WI, 
Upper 

MI) 

Zone 3 
(IA) 

Zone 4 
(IL) 

Zone 5 
(MO) 

Zone 6 
(IN, KY) 

Zone 7 
(MI) 

Zone 8 
(AR) 

Zone 9 
(LA, MS, 

TX) 

2014-2015 Auction 
Clearing Price (ACP) 

$3.29 $16.75 $16.75 $16.75 $16.75 $16.75 $16.75 $16.44 $16.44 

2015-2016 Auction 
Clearing Price (ACP) 

$3.48 $3.48 $3.48 $150.00 $3.48 $3.48 $3.48 $3.29 $3.29 

ZDB credit to load $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $23.47 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

2015-2016 Reference 
Level* 

$155.79 $155.79 $155.79 $155.79 $155.79 $155.79 $155.79 $155.79 $155.79 

2015-2016  
Conduct Threshold** 

$180.43 $180.65 $180.14 $180.53 $181.00 $180.45 $180.59 $179.45 $179.61 

2015-2016  
Cost of New Entry 

(CONE) 
$246.41 $248.63 $243.48 $247.40 $252.05 $246.60 $248.03 $236.55 $238.22 
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9 

Key Auction Takeaways 
• Price differentials between 2014-15 and 2015-16 results were 

mainly driven by changes in market participant bids and offers. 
– Other Auction inputs (LOLE outputs and demand forecasts) were 

consistent with inputs and studies from last year 
– Outside of Zone 4, FRAP and Self Schedules were higher than last year 

for the region 
– Zones 4 saw less FRAP and Self Schedules 

 
• The 2015 auction clearing price in Zone 4 was also impacted due to 

the binding of the zonal capacity requirement to procure a certain 
amount of capacity with the zone (Local Clearing Requirement, 
LCR) 
– This requirement for Zone 4 was substantially the same as in the Auction 

for 2014/2015 (8,879 MW) vs. 2015/2016 (8,852 MW) 
 

• Zones 8 and 9 cleared at a lower price than the other zones due to 
the south to north sub-regional constraint binding at 1,000 MW.  
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Conclusions 

• MISO successfully completed its third annual 
Planning Resource Auction, demonstrating 
that the MISO region has adequate resources 
to meet capacity requirements for the 
2015/2016 planning year. 

• More information on Market Participant 
offers will be available May 14, 2015, 
www.misoenergy.org  Planning  Resource 
Adequacy (Module E)  Auction Results and 
Summaries  2015-2016 Detailed Report 
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Appendix – ZDB Calculation 
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ZDB Calculation 

• Begin with PRA 
clearing amounts 
 

• Calculate initial PRA 
Debits and ZRC Owner 
credits 
 

• Results are initial funds 
available before 
Grandmother 
Agreements and FRAP 
is applied 

LRZ PRMR Resources ACP ACP x PRMR

ACP x 

Resources

Z1 18,320.8 18,495.3 3.48$        63,756.38$        64,363.64$        

Z2 13,565.8 14,497.2 3.48$        47,208.98$        50,450.26$        

Z3 9,767.8 9,812.8 3.48$        33,991.94$        34,148.54$        

Z4 10,419.5 8,851.8 150.00$   1,562,925.00$  1,327,770.00$  

Z5 8,910.3 7,884.6 3.48$        31,007.84$        27,438.41$        

Z6 19,409.0 19,014.7 3.48$        67,543.32$        66,171.16$        

Z7 22,677.8 23,514.6 3.48$        78,918.74$        81,830.81$        

Z8 8,117.8 8,525.9 3.29$        26,707.56$        28,050.21$        

Z9 25,170.0 25,761.9 3.29$        82,809.30$        84,756.65$        

136,358.8 136,358.8 1,994,869.08$  1,764,979.68$  

Surplus

229,889.40$     

D
ocket N

os. E
L15-70, E

L15-71, &
 E

L15-72 
E

xhibit N
o. 1 

P
age 12 of 28

Docket Nos. EL15-70, EL15-71, & EL15-72 
Exhibit No. 1 

Page 12 of 28

20150702-5117 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 7/2/2015 12:33:34 PM



• Zones 8 & 9 were eligible for GMAs in 2015/16. None were “active” since 
the GMAs were between Zones 8 & 9, which cleared at the same ACP. 
 

• A total of 100 MW of PRMR in Zone 2 was submitted as a FRAP to 
resources in Zone 4. 
 

• FRAP contributes full ACP differential:($150.00 - $3.48) x 100 = $14,652.00 

ZDB Calculation - “Active” GMA and FRAP 

13 

LRZ PRMR Resources ACP ACP x PRMR

ACP x 

Resources GMA

Negative 

FRAP

Z1 18,320.8 18,495.3 3.48$        63,756.38$        64,363.64$        -$                -$                

Z2 13,565.8 14,497.2 3.48$        47,208.98$        50,450.26$        -$                -$                

Z3 9,767.8 9,812.8 3.48$        33,991.94$        34,148.54$        -$                -$                

Z4 10,419.5 8,851.8 150.00$   1,562,925.00$  1,327,770.00$  -$                14,652.00$    

Z5 8,910.3 7,884.6 3.48$        31,007.84$        27,438.41$        -$                -$                

Z6 19,409.0 19,014.7 3.48$        67,543.32$        66,171.16$        -$                -$                

Z7 22,677.8 23,514.6 3.48$        78,918.74$        81,830.81$        -$                -$                

Z8 8,117.8 8,525.9 3.29$        26,707.56$        28,050.21$        -$                -$                

Z9 25,170.0 25,761.9 3.29$        82,809.30$        84,756.65$        -$                -$                

136,358.8 136,358.8 1,994,869.08$  1,764,979.68$  -$                14,652.00$    

Surplus Less GMA Plus (-) FRAP

229,889.40$     229,889.40$ 244,541.40$ 
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Zonal Resource Credit (ZRC) Clearing 

PRMR = 92,651 

LCR = 8,852 

ACP = $3.29/MW-day 
 

PRMR = 33,288 

Export = 1,000 

ZRC Commit  
34,288 MW 

Export = 568 

ZRC Commit  
93,219 MW 

Import = 1,568 

ZRC Commit  
8,852 MW 

ACP = $3.48/MW-day 

ACP = $150.00/MW-day 
PRMR = 10,420 

Zone 4 

Zones 1-3 & 5-7 Zones 8 & 9 
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Auction Revenues 

ZRC Owner Credits 
 93,219 MW *  

$3.48/MW-Day 
=   $324,403  

ZRC Owner Credits 
8,852 MW * $150/MW-Day 

=  $1,327,770 

ZRC Owner Credits 
34,288 MW *  

$3.29/MW-Day 
=  $112,806 

Under Collection  
$3,290 

PRMR Debits 
33,288 MW * 

$3.29/MW-day 
=  $109,517 

Under Collection  
$1,976 

Excess Revenues (ZDB) 
$244,541 

PRMR Debits 
 92,652 MW * 

 $3.48/MW-day 
 =  $322,427  

PRMR Debits 
10,420 MW *  
$150/MW-day 
=  $1,562,925 

Zone 4 

Zones 1-3 & 5-7  Zones 8 & 9 

Credits to Imports 
($1,976 + $3,290) 

FRAP Contribution 
$14,652 
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• Zone 4 PRMR 

receives ZDB 
pro-rata 
 

• ZDB “rate” found by simple division of ZDB by 
PRMR 
 

• The ZDB for 2015/16 will be a credit of 
$23.47/MW-day to load in zone 4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ZDB Calculation – ZDB $ credit to load 

16 

LRZ PRMR Resources ACP

PRMR - 

GMALOAD
$ZDB ZDB rate

Z1 18,320.8 18,495.3 3.48$        

Z2 13,565.8 14,497.2 3.48$        

Z3 9,767.8 9,812.8 3.48$        

Z4 10,419.5 8,851.8 150.00$   10,419.5 244,541.40$ 23.470$  

Z5 8,910.3 7,884.6 3.48$        

Z6 19,409.0 19,014.7 3.48$        

Z7 22,677.8 23,514.6 3.48$        

Z8 8,117.8 8,525.9 3.29$        

Z9 25,170.0 25,761.9 3.29$        

136,358.8 136,358.8 10,419.5 244,541.40$ 
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2015/2016 Planning 
Resource Auction Results 

Comparisons 
Supply Adequacy Working Group 

April 30, 2015 
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PRA Process Improvements 
• Removed Tariff language which set a zone’s reserve 

requirement equal to the greater of its LCR or PRMR 
– Updated Tariff language recognized that such an approach would lead 

to the MISO region holding reserves in excess of its requirements 
– In the situation where a zone’s LCR is higher than its PRMR, the excess 

resources cleared to meet the zone’s LCR can be used outside of the 
zone during the system peak 

• Allow post-PRA capacity replacements from other zones 
– Provides market participants with additional flexibility to procure 

replacement capacity 
– Market participants may choose another capacity resource either within 

or outside of their zone, as long as the auction limitations are respected 
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PRA Process Improvements 
• Additional requirements set for External Resource qualification 

– Requirements allow for improved certainty regarding availability of 
resources external to MISO’s system 

• Generation Verification Test Capacity deferrals permitted 
– Allows for fuller use of expected resources in the auction 
– Tests may be submitted up to one business day prior to the start of the 

planning year, with prior notice to MISO 
– Additional credit required to cover potential charges if test data does not 

conform to expectations and shortfall is not replaced 
• Simultaneous Feasibility Test (SFT) process clarified 

– Clarified that results producing fewest violations from the SFT runs will 
be used for the auction 
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Zonal Import and Export Limits 

Zone Capacity Import Limit, 
MW 

Capacity Export Limit, 
MW 

Import/(Export) in 
Auction, MW 

2014-2015 2015-2016 2014-2015 2015-2016 2014-2015 2015-2016 

1 4,347 3,735 286 604 (286) (175) 

2 3,083 2,903 1,924 1,516 (854) (931) 

3 1,591 1,972 1,875 1,477 (158) (45) 

4 3,025 3,130 1,961 4,125 1,299 1,568 

5 5,273 3,899 1,350 0 775 1,026 

6 4,834 5,649 2,246 2,930 (148) 394 

7 3,844 3,813 4,517 4,804 372 (837) 

8 1,602 2,074 3,080 3,022 (165) (408) 

9 3,585 3,320 3,616 3,239 (835) (592) 
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Capacity Requirements 
Zone Local Clearing 

Requirement (LCR), 
MW 

Planning Reserve 
Margin Requirement 

(PRMR), MW 

Coincident Peak 
Demand Forecast 

(CPDF), MW 

2014-2015 2015-2016 2014-2015 2015-2016 2014-2015 2015-2016 

1 15,070 15,982 18,236 18,321 16,540 16,526 

2 11,739 12,332 13,504 13,566 12,347 12,429 

3 8,971 8,695 9,628 9,768 8,757 8,876 

4 8,879 8,852 10,616 10,420 9,680 9,518 

5 5,002 6,527 8,884 8,910 8,106 8,176 

6 15,457 14,677 19,404 19,409 17,629 17,592 

7 21,293 21,442 22,998 22,678 20,791 20,522 

8 8,417 7,850 8,417 8,118 7,363 7,423 

9 24,080 23,609 25,224 25,170 22,999 23,035 

System N/A N/A 136,912 136,359 124,212 124,097 
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Planning Reserve Margin Requirement (PRMR) 

 136,912  

 136,537  

 136,359  

 187  

 (374)  

 (116)  
 (249)  

2014 Auction
PRMR

Zone 8 LCR
Change

2014 PRMR Decrease in
Coincident

Peak Forecast

Increase in
Transmission

Losses

Reduction in
PRM

2015 Auction
PRMR

All values in MW 
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ZRC FRAP & Offers 
Zone FRAP + Self 

Schedule 
Price Sensitive 

Offer 
Total FRAP+SS as % of 

Total 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

1 18,174 18,174 1,492  1,187  19,665  19,361  92% 94% 

2 13,886 13,802 1,345  1,086  15,231  14,888  91% 93% 

3 9,625 9,758 286  278  9,911  10,036  97% 97% 

4 7,926 6,538 4,318  5,456  12,244  11,994  65% 55% 

5 8,044 7,824 66  102  8,109  7,926  99% 99% 

6 17,170 16,837 2,661  2,849  19,831  19,685  87% 86% 

7 20,585 22,665 3,054  893  23,638  23,559  87% 96% 

8 5,423 5,523 4,379  4,436  9,802  9,959  55% 55% 

9 23,632 24,255 4,706  4,198  28,338  28,453  83% 85% 

System 124,462 125,376 22,307  20,485  146,769  145,860  85% 86% 
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Cleared Capacity by Resource Type 

2014/2015 2015/2016 Delta 

ZRC ZRC ZRC 

Generation 124,556 122,965 (1,591) 

Behind the Meter 
Generation 

3,743 3,986 243 

Demand Response 5,457 5,938 481 

External Resources 3,156 3,469 314 

Total 136,912 136,359 (553) 

Includes FRAP plus Cleared ZRCs 
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Cleared Capacity by Fuel Type 
Cleared Capacity (UCAP) by Fuel Type 

Planning Year 2014/15 2015/16 Change 

GADS Fuel Type System (MW) % Fuel System (MW) % Fuel 
Delta 
(MW) 

Delta 
(%) 

Coal              57,331  41.9%              55,159  40.5% (2,172) (1.4)% 

Gas              48,492  35.4%              48,595  35.6% 103  0.2% 

Nuclear              12,826  9.4%              12,823  9.4% (3) 0.0% 

Load Modifier (DR)                 5,457  4.0%                 5,938  4.4% 481  0.4% 

Water                 4,761  3.5%                 5,411  4.0% 650  0.5% 

Oil                 3,848  2.8%                 3,801  2.8% (47) 0.0% 

Wind                 1,152  0.8%                 1,458  1.1% 306  0.3% 

Waste Heat                 1,100  0.8%                 1,288  0.9% 188  0.1% 

Other-Solid(Tons)                    819  0.6%                    796  0.6% (23) 0.0% 

Distillate Oil                    757  0.6%                    740  0.5% (17) (0.1)% 

Other-Liquid(BBL)                    288  0.2%                    219  0.2% (69) 0.0% 

Other-Gas(CU ft)                      54  0.0%                      61  0.0% 7  0.0% 

Wood                      26  0.0%                      70  0.1% 44  0.1% 

Solar                        2  0.0%                        1  0.0% (1) 0.0% 

SYSTEM            136,912  100.0%            136,359  100% (553) 0.0% 
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Auction Clearing Price Comparisons 

$3.29  

$150.00  

$3.48  

$3.48  

$16.44  

$16.75  

$16.75  

$3.29  

Zones 8-9

Zone 4

Zones 2-3 & 5-7

Zone 1

PY 2014-2015 PY 2015-2016

Export Limit Binding  (Sub-
Regional Export Constraint) 

Zonal Clearing Prices ($/MW-day) 

Cleared with the rest of MISO North 
as Capacity Export Limit did not bind 

Offer curve shifted lower for all zones 
except Zone 4, Illinois, reducing system-
wide ACP 

Binding Local Clearing Requirement 
caused price separation 
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Zone 4 – Last Year Offer Curve 
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Acronyms 
• ACP - Auction Clearing Price ($/MW-Day) 
• BTMG – Behind The Meter Generator 
• DR – Demand Resource 
• CEL - Capacity Export Limit (MW) 
• CIL - Capacity Import Limit (MW) 
• CPDF – Coincident Peak Demand Forecast (MW) 
• FRAP - Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (MW) 
• LCR - Local Clearing Requirement (MW) 
• LOLE – Loss Of Load Expectation 
• LRZ - Local Resource Zone 
• PRA - Planning Resource Auction 
• PRM - Planning Reserve Margin (%) 
• PRMR - Planning Reserve Margin Requirement (MW) 
• SFT – Simultaneous Feasibility Test 
• SREC – Sub-Regional Export Constraint 
• SRIC – Sub-Regional Import Constraint 
• UCAP - Unforced Capacity (MW) 
• ZDB – Zonal Deliverability Benefits 
• ZRC - Zonal Resource Credit (MW) 
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3 Transfer Analysis 
3.1 Calculation Methodology and Process Description 

Transfer analysis is used to establish Capacity Import Limits (CILs) and Capacity Export Limits (CELs) for 
Local Resource Zones (LRZs) in the Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) study for the 2014-2015 planning 
year. The objective of this study is to determine how import capability for each zone can potentially delay 
the build of additional capacity. There were significant enhancements to this year’s analysis. This includes 
consideration of all facilities under MISO functional control, regardless of the voltage level, as potentially 
limiting and utilizing MISO generation local to a zone for import limit analyses. For this planning year an 
effort was made to more thoroughly document study assumptions, procedures, progress and results 
through Business Practice Manual (BPM) language and Loss of Load Expectation Working Group 
(LOLEWG) meeting materials.  

Other improvements to the transfer analysis include the following enhancements, which help more 
accurately represent the capacity import and export limits of each LRZ. 

 Excluding additional units from transfer analysis based on machine parameters  
 Redispatch options considered for mitigation 
 Setting MISO import level to net firm level 

An additional improvement was the determination of capacity import and export limits for five-year and 
10-year timeframes. These results are useful for planning and indicate what changes can be expected 
based on future modifications to the system.  

 

3.1.1 Tiered generation pools 
To determine an LRZ’s import or export limits, a generation-to-generation transfer is modeled from a 
source subsystem to a sink subsystem. For import limits, the limit is determined for the sink subsystem. 
Import limits are found by increasing MISO generation resources in close electrical proximity to the LRZ 
under study while decreasing generation inside the LRZ under study (Figure 3.1-1).  

 Tier 1 – Generation in the MISO areas with ties to the LRZ under study 
 Tier 2 – Tier 1 plus generation in MISO areas with ties to Tier 1 

 

 
 

Figure 3.1-1: Tiered import illustration 
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Import limit studies are analyzed first using Tier 1 generation only. If a constraint is identified, redispatch 
is tested. If redispatch mitigates the constraint completely and an additional constraint is not identified, the 
limit is the adjusted available capacity in Tier 1 plus any base import or minus any base export. Available 
capacity must be adjusted to account for changes due to redispatch. If a constraint is not identified using 
Tier 1 generation only, Tier 2 generation is then considered using the same redispatch process. If 
constraints are identified using Tier 1 generation, Tier 2 generation is not needed to determine the zone’s 
import limit.  

Stakeholders voiced concern over the tiered approach; however the following reasons support the 
application of this methodology: 

 The tiered approach reduces the likelihood of limits due to remote constraints, which occurred in 
previous studies 

 The prior methodology utilized all MISO and seam-area generation for each import scenario 
 The tiered approach pools Generation Resources for import studies providing a prudent 

transmission limit using only local MISO generation 
 More accurate representation of the conservative transfer limits in effect during emergency 

situations 

The tiered approach was not applied to export studies. Generation within the zone being studied for an 
export limit is being ramped up. Constraints are expected to be near the zone because the generation 
being ramped up is in a more concentrated area than import studies.  

 

3.1.2 Redispatch 
Redispatch was completed similarly to redispatch for baseline reliability projects, which is referenced in 
Section J.5.1.1 of the Transmission Planning Business Practice Manual (BPM)6. The common 
assumptions are as follows: 

 Only shift factors greater than 3 percent are considered 
 No more than 10 conventional fuel units or wind plants will be used 
 Redispatch limited to 2,000 MW total 
 Nuclear units are excluded 

Figure 3.1-2 summarizes the redispatch assumptions for import scenarios.  

  

                                                      
6 BPM 020 – Transmission Planning: https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=19215 
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Figure 3.1-2: Import Redispatch Scenario 

 

For import redispatch scenarios, all MISO generators studied outside of the zone will be considered as 
ramped down. Only units in the tier used to identify the constraint are considered as ramped up. Initially, 
only MISO generation in the constraint-identified tier was considered to ramp up and down but, based on 
stakeholder feedback and MISO review, this assumption was too restrictive for constraints near zonal 
borders. This new process ensures that resources are in the vicinity of the study area. It is unreasonable 
to assume ramping down a unit with a significant impact on the constraint by 2 MW, for example, can be 
offset by ramping up a far-away unit by 2 MW. Generation within the importing zone is decreased, 
therefore it is not considered for redispatch. 

For export redispatch scenarios, only generation within the zone being studied is considered to be 
ramped up or down (Figure 3.1-3).  

 

 
Figure 3.1-3: Export Redispatch Scenario 

 

  

MISO 

Redispatch for an import 
scenario considers all 
generation in the MISO 
footprint to decrease. 

LRZ Under 
Study 

Tier 1* 

Eligible to 
increase for 
redispatch 

 

 

*Tier 2 as applicable IMPORT Redispatch 
Scenario 
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3.2 Power Flow Models and Assumptions 
3.2.1 Tools used  

Siemens PTI Power System Simulator for Engineering (PSS E), Version 32.2.0 and Power System 
Simulator for Managing and Utilizing System Transmission (PSS MUST), Version 11.0.1 were utilized for 
the transfer analysis. 

3.2.2 Inputs required  
The study required power flow models and PSS MUST Input files. PSS MUST contingency files from 
Coordinated Seasonal Assessment (CSA) and MTEP7 reliability assessment studies were used (Table 
3.2-1). Single-element contingencies in MISO and seam areas were evaluated in addition to submitted 
files.  

Model 
Contingency files 

used 
2014-15 Planning Year 2013 Summer CSA 
5-year-out peak MTEP13 study 
10-year-out peak MTEP13 study 

Table 3.2-1: Contingency files per model 

 
PSS MUST subsystem files include LRZ, Tier 1 and Tier 2 definitions. Refer to Appendix C for maps 
containing Tiers used for this study. The PSS MUST monitored file includes all facilities under MISO 
functional control.  

Table 3.2-2 summarizes when the inputs required are available. These dates will be reasonably 
consistent for future studies.  

Input(s) Available for LOLE PRM Analyses Date 
Appendix A Project Info8 September 15, 2012 
MTEP 5- and 10-Year Models6 February 15, 2013 
Access Planning 1-Year Model9 February 2013 
Summer CSA Contingency files May 31, 2013 
MTEP NERC TPL contingencies June 2013 

Table 3.2-2: Input availability dates 
 

3.2.3 Power Flow Modeling 
Three summer peak models were required for the analysis: 2014, 2018 and 2023. All models were built 
using MISO’s Model on Demand (MOD) model data repository, each with an effective date and base 
assumptions (Table 3.2-3).  

 
                                                      
7 Refer to sections 4.3.4 and 4.3.6 of the Transmission Planning BPM for more information regarding MTEP PSS MUST input files. 
https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=19215 
8 Refer to MTEP Information Exchange Document: https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=115852 
9 Information regarding model progress presented at sub-regional planning meetings 
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Planning 
Year 

Effective 
Date Projects Applied External Modeling 

Load and 
Generation 

Profile 
2014-15 6/1/2014 Approved MTEP12 A ERAG MMWG Summer Peak 

2018 7/15/2018 Approved MTEP12 A ERAG MMWG Summer Peak 
2023 7/15/2023 Approved MTEP12 A ERAG MMWG Summer Peak 

Table 3.2-3: Model assumptions 

Several types of units had to be modified so their participation in transfers would be prudent.  

 Nuclear units were excluded from all transfers; therefore dispatch changes were not made to 
these units 

 Must-run, self-scheduled, system support resources and hydro generating units identified using 
the MTEP Regional Merit Dispatch file were also excluded from transfers 

 MISO South Voltage and Local Reliability units (historically Reliability Must Run units) had their 
dispatches fixed per posted operating guides 

System conditions such as load, dispatch, topology and interchange have an impact on transfer 
capability. In addition to the dispatch exclusions, generators with negative Pmin values were modified so 
that the Pmin was either set to zero or its MOD profile dispatch if that value was negative. This ensured 
these units were not used to transfer power. 

Relying on seam areas beyond firm commitments was a drawback of the prior methodology. Net firm 
reservations were modeled this year and external units were not included in any transfers beyond the firm 
level. Stakeholders voiced concern about not including externals beyond the firm level. MISO believes the 
net firm modeling is appropriate because there is no certainty for any non-firm transactions if MISO is in a 
loss-of-load event. Also, if MISO is in a loss-of-load event, it is possible adjacent regions could be as well. 
MISO import levels in the base case will be set to the level of firm transactions. 

Stakeholder review of models and input files was requested through LOLEWG meetings and by notices 
sent to these MISO groups: Planning Advisory Committee, Planning Subcommittee and the Regional 
Expansion Criteria and Benefits (RECB) Task Force. Files were made available on the MTEP ftp site. 
Feedback regarding transmission facilities modeling and ratings was sought.  

 

3.2.4 General Assumptions  
PSS MUST uses the power flow model and associated input files to determine the import and export 
limits of each LRZ by determining the transfer capability. Transfer capability measures the ability of 
interconnected power systems to reliably transfer power from one area to another under certain system 
conditions and is used as an indicator of transmission strength. The incremental amount of power that 
can be transferred will be determined through First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability (FCITC) 
analysis. FCITC analysis provides information to calculate the Total Transfer Capability (TTC), which 
indicates the total amount of power able to be transferred before a constraint is identified. TTC is the base 
power transfer plus the incremental transfer capability (Equation 3.2-1).  

                          (   )                            

Equation 3.2-1: Total Transfer Capability 
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Facilities were flagged as potential constraints for loadings of 100 percent or more of the normal rating for 
North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Category A conditions and loadings of 100 
percent or more of the emergency rating for NERC Category B contingencies. Available capacity in 
source subsystems was noted to ensure machine limits were respected in the analyses.  

Linear FCITC analysis identifies the limiting constraints using a minimum Distribution Factor (DF) cutoff of 
3 percent, meaning the transfer and contingency must increase the loading on the overloaded element by 
3 percent or more.  

FCITC requires a defined transfer level, which is the amount of power that will be transferred from the 
source subsystem to the sink subsystem. The transfer level is determined by the available export 
capability of the source subsystem. This will ensure that machine limits in the source subsystem are not 
violated.  

A pro-rata dispatch is used, which ensures all available generators will reach their max dispatch level at 
the same time. The pro-rata dispatch is based on the MW reserve available for each unit and the 
cumulative MW reserve available in the subsystem. The MW reserve is found by subtracting a unit’s base 
model generation dispatch from its maximum dispatch, which reflects the available capacity of the unit. 
Table 3.2-4 and Equation 3.3-2 show an example of how one unit’s dispatch is set, given all machine data 
for the source subsystem. MISO wind resources are excluded from source dispatch by setting the 
maximum dispatch level of each unit to its current dispatch level in the power flow model (Maximum 
Dispatch = Unit Dispatch value).  

 

Machine 

Base 
Model 
Unit 

Dispatch 
(MW) 

Minimum 
Unit 

Dispatch 
(MW) 

Maximum 
Unit 

Dispatch 
(MW) 

Reserve MW 
(Unit 

Dispatch Max 
– Unit 

Dispatch Min) 
1 20 20 100 80 
2 50 10 150 100 
3 20 20 100 80 
4 450 0 500 50 
5 500 100 500 0 

Total Reserve 310 
Table 3.2-4: Example subsystem 

 

                                 
(                    )

(                                             )
 

 

                                 
  

       
      

 
                                 = 25.8 

 
Equation 3.3-2: Machine 1 dispatch calculation for 100 MW transfer 
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3.3 Results 
The results for each LRZ consist of a list of constraints and their corresponding FCITC values up to the 
requested transfer level. The constraint with the smallest FCITC was used to determine the CIL and CEL. 
Invalid constraints were identified for several reasons, such as outdated ratings, invalid contingencies, 
solution tolerance settings, or associated operating guides that mitigate the constraint. The CIL and CEL 
are the TTC of the corresponding limiting constraint. Section 3.5 of the Resource Adequacy BPM 
provides additional information regarding how the CIL impacts the Local Clearing Requirement 
calculation. Constraints and associated limits for each planning year were presented and reviewed 
through the LOLE Working Group. This activity occurred in the meetings that took place in July through 
October 2013.  

Initial results were presented at the July 17, 2013, LOLEWG meeting. It was later determined that 
generation profiles were inappropriately applied to the model. The intent was to align power flow and 
probabilistic load and generation profiles. The model used for the July 17 results aligned generation 
profiles but did not align load profiles between what is submitted in Module E Capacity Tracking (MECT) 
tool and Model on Demand. Load and generation profiles are aligned in the Simultaneous Feasibility 
Study completed as part of the auction. The model was updated using consistent information from Model 
on Demand as appropriate for power flow models. This model rework resulted in some time delay in 
providing updated Capacity Import Limits.  

Draft Capacity Import and Export Limits were presented at the September 4, 2013, LOLEWG meeting 
with the updated model. The details pertaining to the results for each zone are presented in Appendix C: 
Transfer Analysis. During the September 4 LOLEWG meeting much discussion ensued regarding the 
tiered approach that had been presented at the June, July and August LOLEWG meetings with requests 
for feedback. Feedback received in this discussion supported that generation considered for redispatch 
scenarios should include all MISO generation. Previously, the generation considered for redispatch 
focused on generation within the source and sink areas. MISO agreed with this feedback and applied it 
uniformly for each zone. The zones that were impacted by this change are zones 2, 3 and 8.  

Detailed constraint and redispatch information for all 2014 limits is found in Appendix C: Transfer Analysis 
of this report. A summary of the 2014 Capacity Import Limits is in Table 3.3-1. 
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Zone Tier 
14-15 
Limit 
(MW)10  

Monitored 
Element 

Contingent 
Element 

Figure 
3.3-1 

Map ID 

Initial 
Limit 

(MW)11 

Generation 
Redispatch Details 
MWs Area 

1 1 4,347 Lime Creek – 161 
kV 

Barton – Adams 
161 kV 1 4,292 68 

9 generators in 
ALTW, WPS, 
and ALTE  

2 1 3,083 Turkey River – 
Stoneman 161kV 

Genoa – Seneca 
161 kV 2 2,859 162 

10 generators 
in ALTW, XEL 
and DPC 

3 1 1,591 Palmyra 345/161 
kV transformer 

Hills – Sub T – 
Louisa 345 kV 3 0 366 

10 generators 
in AMMO, 
GRE, and 
ALTE 

4 1 3,025 Tazewell 345/138 
kV transformer 1 

Tazewell 345/138 
kV transformer 2 4 3,025 Not applicable  

5 1 5,273 
Hot Springs EHV 
– Arklahoma 115 
kV 

Carpenter – 
Arklahoma 115 kV 5 4,712 539 9 generators in 

EAI 

6 1 4,834 
Wheatland – 
Petersburg 345 
kV 

Jefferson – 
Rockport 765 kV 6 4,834 Not applicable  

7 2 3,884 
Zion Station – 
Zion Energy 
Center 345 kV 

Pleasant Prairie – 
Zion 345 kV 7 2,587 318 

10 generators 
in NIPS, WEC, 
and AMIL 

8 1 1,602 Vienna – Mt Olive 
115 kV 

Mt Olive – 
Eldorado 500 kV 8 578 678 

10 generators 
in CLECO, 
AMMO, and 
EES 

9 1 3,585 Walnut Grove – 
Swartz 115 kV 

Perryville – Baxter 
Wilson 500 kV 8 3,585 Not applicable  

Table 3.3-1: Planning Year 2014–2015 Capacity Import Limits 

 

                                                      
10 The 14-15 Limit represents the limit after redispatch has been considered. 
11 The Initial Limit represents the limit before considering redispatch. 
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Figure 3.3-1: 2014 CIL map 
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Tiers were not applied to export scenarios; exports were evaluated from the zone under study to the 
MISO footprint. Table 3.3-2 summarizes the 2014 Capacity Export Limits.  

Zone 
14-15 
Limit 
(MW)  

Monitored 
Element 

Contingent 
Element 

Figure 
3.3-2 
Map 
ID 

Initial 
Limit 
(MW) 

Generation 
Redispatch Details 

MWs Area 

1 286 Lakefield - 
Dickinson 161 kV 

Webster 345 kV 
Station 1 48 515 

10 generators 
in GRE, NSP, 
and DPC 

2 1,924 
Zion Station - Zion 
Energy Center 345 
kV 

Pleasant Prairie - 
Zion 345 kV 2 1,371 318 

10 generators 
in NIPS, 
WEC, and 
AMIL 

3 1,875 Oak Grove - 
Galesburg 161 kV 

Nelson - Electric 
Junction 345 kV 3 1,875 Not Applicable 

4 1,961 Pontiac - Loretto 
345 kV 345-L8014_T_-S12 4 1,961 Not Applicable 

5 1,350 Palmyra 345/161 kV 
Transformer 

Hills - Sub T - Louisa 
345 kV 5 793 238 

10 generators 
in AMMO and 
CWLD 

6 2,246 Amo - Edwardsport 
345 kV 

Gibson - Wheatland 
345 kV 6 2,246 Not Applicable 

7 4,517 
Benton Harbor 
345/138 kV 
Transformer 

Benton Harbor - Cook 
345 kV 7 4,517 Not Applicable 

8 3,080 
Russellville East - 
Russellville North 
161 kV 

Arkansas Nuclear 
one - Ft. Smith 500 
kV 

8 3018 674 8 generators 
in EAI 

9 3,616 Winnfield 230/115 
kV Transformer 

Montgomery - 
Clarence 230 kV 9 2,051 832 

10 generators 
in EES, SME, 
CLECO 

Table 3.3-2: Planning Year 2014–2015 Capacity Export Limits 

 

                                                      
12 345-L8014_T_-S  
Close 272260 PONTIAC; B 138 272261 PONTIAC; R 138Z1  
Open 270717 DRESDEN; R 345 270853 PONTIAC; R 345 1  
Open 270853 PONTIAC; R 345 275210 PONTIAC;2M 138 1  
Open 272261 PONTIAC; R 138 275210 PONTIAC;2M 138 1  
Open 275210 PONTIAC; 2M 138 275310 PONTIAC; 2C34.5 1 
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Figure 3.3-2: 2014 CEL map 

 
 

3.3.1 Out-Year (2018 and 2023) 
This is the first LOLE PRM study that contains out-year transfer analyses, and targets the years 2018 and 
2023. The goal of providing this information is for long-term planning purposes. Out-year constraints will 
be considered in the development of the MISO Transmission Expansion Plan and presented at Sub-
Regional Planning Meetings. These results may indicate how changes in available capacity and the 
transmission system impact CELs, CILs and Local Clearing Requirements (LCR). 

The transfer study methodology for the near-term and out-year studies are the same, except redispatch is 
not applied in the out-year studies since they are indicative of limits the LOLEWG may see in the future.  
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The 2018 out-year scenario included MTEP Appendix A projects through MTEP12 with in-service dates 
by July 15, 2018. Impactful projects include Multi-Value Projects that are estimated to be in service within 
this time frame. The projects highlighted in yellow in Figure 3.3-3 are in service in 2018.  

 

 
Figure 3.3-3: MVPs in service in the 2018 out-year scenario 
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Out-year 2018 CIL were originally presented at the September 16, 2013, LOLEWG meeting. Import Limits 
for zones 2, 3 and 6 were updated in the October 2, 2013, LOLEWG meeting. On October 4, the 
LOLEWG was informed of updated limit calculations, which were made due to the inadvertent exclusion 
of certain data. The details are also posted with the October 2, 2013, LOLEWG meeting materials. Table 
3.3-3 summarizes the 2018 CIL and the detailed results are in the Appendix.  

 

Zones Tier 
2018 
Limit 
(MW) 

Monitored Element Contingent Element 
Figure 

3.3-4 Map 
ID 

1 2 3,551 Lime Creek – Worth County 161 kV Adams – Mitchell County 345 
kV 1 

2 1 2,437 Turkey River – Stoneman 161 kV Seneca – Genoa 161 kV 2 

3 2 5,985 Sub 3456 – Nebraska City 345  Sub 3455 – Sub 3740 345 kV 3 

4 2 11,662 No transmission limit - value reflects generation in Tiers 1 & 2 plus 
base import N/A 

5 2 3,465 White Bluff – Keo 500 kV Sheridan – Mabelvale 500 kV 4 

6 1 4,874 Wheatland – Petersburg 345 kV Jefferson – Rockport 765 kV 5 

7 2 2,922 Zion Station – Zion Energy Center 
345 kV Pleasant Prairie – Zion 345 kV 6 

8 1 1,110 Winnfield – Jeld Wen 115  Hartburg – Mt Olive 500 kV 7 

9 1 3,972 Dodson – Jeld Wen 115 kV Hartburg – Mt Olive 500 kV 7 

Table 3.3-3: 2018 Capacity Import Limits 

 

Docket Nos. EL15-70, EL15-71, & EL15-72 
Exhibit No. 2 

Page 14 of 23 

20150702-5117 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 7/2/2015 12:33:34 PM

https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=159798
https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=160909
https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=161137


MISO 2014 LOLE Study Report   November 1, 2013 
 

 

22 
 

 
Figure 3.3-4: 2018 CIL map  
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Out-year 2018 CEL were originally presented in the October 2, 2013, LOLEWG meeting. Updated results 
were provided on October 4, 2013, and remaining updates were presented at the October 21, 2013, 
LOLEWG meeting. Similar to the 2014 results, tiers were not considered for 2018 export scenarios. Table 
3.3-4 summarizes the 2018 CEL. 

 

Zones 
2018 
Limit 
(MW) 

Monitored Element Contingent Element 
Figure 
3.3-5 

Map ID 

1 2,499 Briggs Rd – Mayfair 161 kV Briggs Rd – LaCrosse – Genoa 161 kV 1 

2 1,582 Zion Station – Zion Energy Center 345 kV Pleasant Prairie – Zion 345 kV 2 

3 2,983 Cordova – Nelson 345 kV Quad Cities – H471 345 kV 3 

4 3,010 No transmission limit – value reflects available generation in zone plus base export N/A 

5 2,181 No transmission limit - value reflects available generation in zone plus base export N/A 

6 1,639 Lafayette – Tricounty 230 kV Cayuga – Frankfort 230 kV and 
Frankfort 230/69 kV transformer 4 

7 4,813 Benton Harbor 345/138 kV transformer Benton Harbor – Cook 345 kV 5 

8 2,180 Butterfield (Woodlawn Rd) – Haskell 115 kV Sheridan - Mabelvale 500 kV 6 

9 2,295 Winnfield 230/115 kV Montgomery - Clarence 230 kV 7 

Table 3.3-4: 2018 Capacity Export Limits 
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Figure 3.3-5: 2018 CEL map 

 

The 2023 out-year scenario included MTEP Appendix A projects with in-service dates by July 15, 2023. A 
more detailed review of the 2023 model was required due to generation assumptions in 10-year-out 
planning models for external areas. Through the review, additional generation without associated 
transmission facilities was found in the ComEd Co., Louisville Gas and Electric Co. and Tennessee Valley 
Authority systems. MISO believes that through increased interregional coordination through the FERC 
1000 effort it will be able to expedite the out-year model review in the future. Also, as documented as a 
future improvement, MISO intends to start more in-depth coordination with external areas at the onset of 
the study. 

Out-year 2023 CIL was originally presented in the October 2, 2013, LOLEWG meeting for a subset of 
zones. Remaining limits and updates were presented at the October 21, 2013, LOLEWG meeting. Table 
3.3-5 summarizes the 2023 CIL and the detailed results are in Appendix C: Transfer Analysis.  
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Zones Tier 
2023 
Limit 
(MW) 

Monitored Element Contingent Element 
Figure 
3.3-6 

Map ID 

1 1 2,805 Lime Creek – Worth County 161 kV Adams – Mitchell County 345 kV 1 

2 1 1,257 Lockport – Kendall 345 kV blue circuit Lockport – Kendall 345 kV red 
circuit 2 

3 1 1,017 Maywood – Spencer 345 kV Meredosia – Pawnee 345 kV 3 

4 2 11,339 No transmission limit ‐ value reflects generation in Tiers 1 & 2 plus base 
import N/A 

5 1 4,278 Perryville – Grand Tower 138 kV Grand Tower – Campbell Hill Jct 
– Steeleville 138 kV 4 

6 1 4,514 Benton Harbor 345/138 kV 
transformer Benton Harbor – Cook 345 kV 5 

7 2 253 Dequine – Meadow Lake 345 kV 
circuit 2 

Dequine – Meadow Lake 345 kV 
circuit 1 6 

8 1 1,094 Winnfield – Jeld Wen 115 Hartburg – Mt Olive 500 kV 7 

9 1 4,050 Coly 500/230 kV transformer Fancy Point 230/500 kV 
transformer 8 

Table 3.3-5: 2023 Capacity Import Limits 
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Figure 3.3-6: 2023 CIL map 

The out-year limit tables will be presented at the appropriate sub-regional planning meetings. It will then 
be determined if further analysis is required.  

The 2023 constraint for Zone 3’s CIL was not identified as limiting for any other transfer and is 
significantly more limiting than 2018’s constraint. The main difference between the 2018 and 2023 
scenario causing this difference is generation dispatch specific to that area. Several hundred megawatts 
of generation dispatched in the 2023 model that interconnected in the area of the constraint were offline 
in the 2018 model. 

Zone 7’s 2023 CIL is significantly more limiting than 2018. The constraint is in PJM’s system and has 
been identified in prior MISO studies including MTEP13 NERC Transmission Planning (TPL) analyses. 
The monitored element is approaching its limit in 2018 and 2023 without the transfer. It was not identified 
as the limiting constraint in 2018 because the base flow is less than 2023; however in 2018 the post-
contingent flow is still approaching the limit. One major difference between the 2018 and 2023 power flow 
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models that could be causing the base flow differences is generation dispatch level in Zone 7, which is 
much higher in 2023. This causes Zone 7 to be an exporter, while it is an importer in 2018. Only one 
additional generator was found in the 2023 model, so the additional dispatch was primarily due to 
increases in dispatch of units offline in 2018 and online in 2023. 

A potential improvement for subsequent studies is for MISO to provide model summaries by zone or area. 
The intent of the summary is to aid in the identification of modeling concerns by the reviewing 
transmission owner. This improvement will identify modeling concerns early in the study so they can be 
resolved before final posting of the report, which will ensure the appropriate constraints are reviewed in 
the Sub-Regional Planning Meetings.  

Out-year 2023 CEL was originally presented in the October 2, 2013, LOLEWG meeting for a subset of 
zones. Remaining limits and updates were presented at the October 21, 2013, LOLEWG meeting. Table 
3.3-6 summarizes the 2023 CEL and the detailed results are in the Appendix C: Transfer Analysis.  

Zones 
2023 
Limit 
(MW) 

Monitored Element Contingent Element 
Figure 
3.3-7 

Map ID 

1 1,203 No transmission limit - value reflects available generation in zone plus base export N/A 

2 1,199 No transmission limit - value reflects available generation in zone plus base export N/A 

3 3,462 No transmission limit - value reflects available generation in zone plus base export N/A 

4 1,808 Loretto – Wilton 345 kV Pontiac – Dresden 345 kV 1 
5 1,771 No transmission limit - value reflects available generation in zone plus base export N/A 

6 1,020 No transmission limit - value reflects available generation in zone minus base import N/A 

7 3,695 Plano - Electric Jct. 345 kV blue circuit Plano - Electric Jct. 345 kV red circuit 2 

8 284 Russelville North - Russleville East 161 kV Arkansas Nuclear One - Ft. Smith 
500 kV 3 

9 321 Russelville East - Russleville South 161 kV Arkansas Nuclear One - Ft. Smith 
500 kV 3 

Table 3.3-6: 2023 Capacity Export Limits 
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Figure 3.3-7: 2023 CEL map 
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Appendix E Acronyms List Table 
 

BA Balancing Authority 

BPM Business Practice Manual 

BTMG Behind-the-Meter Generation 

CBMEP Cross Border Market Efficiency Project 

CEL Capacity Export Limit 

CIL Capacity Import Limit 

CPNode Commercial Pricing Node 

CSA Coordinated Seasonal Assessment 

DF Distribution Factor 

DSM Demand-Side Management 

EFORd Equivalent Forced Outage Rate demand 

ELCC Effective Load Carrying Capability 

EV Energy Velocity 

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

FCITC First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability 

GVTC Generator Verification Test Capacity 

ICAP Installed Capacity 

IEEE Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers 

IMM Independent Market Monitor 

LBA Local Balancing Authority 

LCR Local Clearing Requirement 

LFU Load Forecast Uncertainty 

LOL Loss of load 

LOLE Loss of Load Expectation 

LOLEWG Loss of Load Expectation Working Group 

LRR Local Reliability Requirement 

LRZ Local Resource Zones 

LSE Load Serving Entity 

MARS Multi-Area Reliability Simulation 

MECT Module E Capacity Tracking 

MISO Midcontinent Independent System Operator 

MOD Model on Demand 
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MRO Midwest Reliability Organization 

NAESB North American Energy Standards Board 

NERC North American Electric Reliability Corp. 

NDC Net Dependable Capacities 

NSI Net Scheduled Interchange 

OMC Outside Management Control 

PRA Planning Resource Auction 

PRM Planning Reserve Margin 

PRMICAP PRM Installed Capacity 

PRMUCAP PRM Unforced Capacity 

PRMR Planning Reserve Margin Requirement 

PSS E Power System Simulator for Engineering 

PSS MUST Power System Simulator for Managing & Utilizing System Transmission 

RECB Regional Expansion Criteria and Benefits 

RFC Reliability First Corp. 

RPM Reliability Pricing Model 

RTO Regional Transmission Operator 

SERC SERC Reliability Corporation 

TPL Transmission Planning 

TSR Transmission Service Request 

TTC Total Transfer Capability 

TVA Tennessee Valley Authority 

UCAP Unforced Capacity 

XEFORd Equivalent Forced Outage Rate demand excluding events Outside Management Control 
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Re-evaluation of Local Resource Zone boundaries 
(Module E1 recap) 
• MISO may re-evaluate the boundaries of LRZs based upon 

significant changes including but not limited to: 
– Membership 
– Transmission System 
– Resources 

 

• The geographic boundaries of LRZs will be based upon: 
– The electrical boundaries of LBAs 
– State boundaries 
– The relative strength of transmission interconnections between LBAs 
– The results of LOLE studies 
– The relative size of LRZs 
– Natural geographic boundaries such as lakes and rivers 
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Principles on re-evaluation of LRZ 

• Significant changes need to be identified before the re-
evaluation is performed 
 

• The new boundaries follow the criteria as defined in tariff 
 

• LRZ boundaries change should not result in a significant 
change in MISO planning reserve margin 
 

• Zones being considered for combination individually have 
healthy local reserves and are electrically well connected 
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Zones being considered for combination 

• Illinois (LRZ 4) and Missouri (LRZ 5) 
 
 

• Contact 
 
– Zheng Zhou, 651-632-8432, zzhou@misoenergy.org 

 

– Digaunto Chatterjee, 317-249-5635, dichatterjee@misoenergy.org 
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√ Denotes Potential Voting Item   * Denotes Report is Verbal 

Loss of Load Expectation Working Group (LOLEWG) 
Carmel, IN  

April 9, 2014 
9:00 am to 12:30 pm eastern 

Dial-in and WebEx information available at www.misoenergy.org  
 

Minutes 
 

Chair: Jeff Beattie  
Vice Chair: Todd Tadych  
MISO Liaison: Zheng Zhou  
Stakeholder Relations: Iris Taflan 
 
Participants:  
 
A. Jensen (MidAmerican) 
A. Zakem (Integrys Energy)  
Anita Collier (Aces Power) 
B. Booth (Michael Best) 
B. Finzer (AR PSC) 
B. Giggee (MDU) 

B. Harper (Cleco) 
B. Mauch (IUB) 
C. Marciano (Entergy) 
D. Cuevas (SMEPA) 
D. Eserkaln (WPSC) 
D. Harlan (Veriquest) 
D. Idzior (CMS) 
D. Jenner (Duke) 
D. Landstrom (MISO) 
D. Leitch (CMS) 

D. Lopez (MISO) 
D. Neumeyer (PSC of WI) 
D. Sears (Exelon) 

G. Jenkins (CES) 
G. Mathis (MGE) 
H. Ham (MN PUC) 

H. Ham (MN PUC) 
H. Naeher (Entergy) 

I. Taflan (MISO  
J. Alvis (Entergy) 
J. Baumgart (WI PSC) 

J. Beattie (Consumer's Energy) 
J. Butler (NiSource) 
J. Cole (MISO) 
J. Czech (DTE) 
J. Frueh (MN Power) 
J. Furnish (MISO) 

J. Jacoby (AEP) 
J. Massman (Ameren) 
J. Meyers (ISO an Opportunity) 

J. Niccolls (Alliant Energy) 
J. Niemi (ITC) 

J. Sufan (IPL) 
K. Chreston (DTE) 
K. Christiansen (Ameren) 
K. Cline (MidAmerican ) 
K. Feliks (AEP) 
K. Fielder (Entergy) 
K. Shipp (Ameren) 
L. Aseltine (Manitoba Hydro) 

L. Franks (IPL) 
L. Hecker (MISO) 
L. Sunga (Noble Solutions) 
M. Kins (GDS Associates) 
M. Myhre (Alliant Energy) 

M. Naghsh-Nilchi (MISO) 
M. Rose (Vectren) 
M. Taylor (ITC) 

M. Vrbas (PS Analytics) 
M. Wisersky (MGE) 
M. Wolf (Entergy) 
N. Homsi  
P. Dolan (We Energies) 

P. Sircar (OUCC) 
R. Gillingham (HEPN) 
R. Holt (Ameren) 

R. Kershaw (ITC) 
R. Ryckman (CES) 
R. Walsh (AECC) 
S. Leovy (WPPI) 
S. Moudachirou (London Economics) 

S. Orero (Constellation) 
S. Rakow  
T. Elliott (NRG) 
T. Hu (MidAmerican) 

T. Jarrett (MJMEUC) 
T. Komplin (WPPI) 
T. Kuhn (MISO) 

T. Parker (NIPSCO) 
T. Tadych (ATC) 
W. Messina (NRG) 

W. Raihala (Xcel) 
Y. Etheridge (Entergy) 
Z. Ruzycki  
Z. Zhou (MISO) 
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1. Administrative Items (J. Beattie)  
a. Call to Order / Roll Call 

The meeting was called to order.  Roll call was taken in Carmel, Eagan and on the phone.  
b. Review Agenda 

The agenda was reviewed and accepted as posted without edits.  
c. Review March Meeting Minutes 
 The March meeting minutes were reviewed and accepted as posted.   
  

2. LOLE Study Improvement Priority List Status Update (Z. Zhou)  
In response to stakeholder requests in past meetings, MISO provided a status update on the LOLE 
Study Improvement Priority List.  Future period assessments, Demand Response (DR) and Wind 
modeling improvements and Capacity Import and Export Limits (CIL and CEL) were reviewed.  Only 
planning resources relatable to the Planning Resource Auction (PRA) will be modeled this year and 
only NRIS data will be used for the Capacity Credit, to better align the LOLE study with the PRA.  
MISO is still looking into adjustments to the methodology of EFORd conversion of Unforced Capacity 
(UCAP).  Feedback has been collected, but changes to the BPM and Tariff are not ready for 
implementation at this time.  EFORd and XEFORd usage investigation is still ongoing as well.  More 
aspects of the Local Clearing Requirement and CIL relationship will be discussed during future 
LOLEWG and Supply Adequacy Working group (SAWG) meetings.  MISO performed internal tests on 
the LCR/CIL relationship this year and will present more aspects of what is being investigated in 
future meetings.  As far as recommendations made to the LOLEWG by the Electric and Natural Gas 
Coordination task Force (ENGCTF), a recommendation has been made in the LOLEWG for all MISO 
GADS data reports to attend the workshop in March.  Potential dates for future workshops include 
August and September; dates have not yet been scheduled.  Stakeholders emphasized need for 
more educations workshops or webinars.   
 

3. Principles on Re-evaluation of Local Resource Zone Boundaries  (Z. Zhou)  
An update was provided on MISO’s re-evaluation of Local resource Zone (LRZ) boundaries.  Module 
E-1 of the Tariff mentions that MISO may re-evaluate the bounders of LRZs in the event of significant 
changes occurring, such as membership, transmission system or resource changes.  The group 
discussed whether some criteria take higher precedence over other criteria.  MISO has received one 
request to combine two zones from Illinois (LRZ 4) and Missouri (LRZ5).  Stakeholders were 
encouraged to submit feedback and comments on this material.  MISO will then return with the 
criteria for the study.  An update will be provided in the May LOLEWG, and a decision on a tariff filing 
will be made by June, for an effective date in September.  Please submit feedback on these 
considerations to Zheng Zhou (zzhou@misoenergy.org).   
 

4. LOLE Model – External Equivalent Summary (J. Cole)  
Two separate models are used in the LOLE Study; the Local resource Zone (LRZ) Model, and the 
MISO Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) Model.  An update was provided on the Modeling 
Methodology in External Systems as applied to the 2015-2016 LOLE Study, and how input limits are 
incorporated into limits.  External areas have been grouped into seven areas, each with their own 
generation and load.  Each external area represents a MISO external Balancing Area, each with a tie 
line to a MISO hub.  Groups are based on size, geographic location, and electrical connectivity.  
Some external zones represent one Balancing Area, others represent multiple. A summary of internal 
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and external load forecasts, generation, and external target reserve margin levels will be presented in 
the May LOLEWG.  

5. LFU Discussion (M. Naghsh-Nilchi)  
Preliminary numbers for the upcoming LOLE study were presented.  Last year, the data used 
spanned from 1993 to 2011.  This year, data sources from 2012 will be used.  A new data point has 
been added to the series; MISO settlement data will be used for the North Central region.  Last year, 
data was requested directly from Entergy Arkansas portion separately from 1993 to 2012.  This year, 
FERC 714 was pooled for Entergy overall.  With 2012 data points added, the preliminary data is 
presented by zone on slide 3 of the Load Forecast Uncertainty (LFU) Update presentation posted 
with today’s meeting materials.  The results are close to last year’s.  Applying a new LFU to the same 
model used as last year shows the same load shapes, and results vary by one tenth of a percent 
(3.8% versus 3.9% in 2014-2015).  Stakeholders were asked if they are still interested in moving 
forward with LFU improvements, and if so, whether they would be willing to participate in the process 
should it proceed.  Stakeholders are asked to please provide feedback on these questions and 
preliminary results to Maryam Naghsh-Nilchi (mnaghsh-nilchi@misoenergy.org).   
 

6. BPM 11 section 5.2.1.1 Draft Language (M. Sutton)  
This week, draft language was posted for Section 5.2.1.1 of the Resource Adequacy (RA) BPM, 
which includes the methodology for transfer limit studies.  The goal of the revision is to include 
additional details on how the transfer studies are performed and include details on improvements to 
the study since the original language was drafted.  MISO is submitting the draft for stakeholder review 
in the LOLEWG and Planning Subcommittee (PSC) at this time, and will then forward the draft to the 
SAWG and the Market Subcommittee (MSC) for approval.  Feedback is requested to Matt Sutton 
(msutton@misoenergy.org) by April 25, 2014.  An update on the status, updated materials, and 
summary of feedback will be provided in the May LOLEWG meeting.   
 

7. 2015/16 LOLE Study Schedule Review (Z. Zhou)  
An overview of the current 2015-2016 Study schedule was reviewed with the group.  Current LOLE 
model-building is on track; most data has already been made available.  MISO is checking with 
stakeholders to verify data submitted is accurate.  Most data will be available for review by May.  A 
summary on generation and load will be presented in the May LOLEWG meeting.  CP Node and LRZ 
data will also be posted.   
 

8. Future Meetings and Topics to be Addressed (Z. Zhou)  
LOLEWG will meet June 11 in Little Rock, LA, and jointly with SAWG on June 12.  Meeting details 
and registration information will be sent via the distribution lists for both groups. 
 

9. New Business   
There was no new business.  
 

10. Adjournment  
The meeting was adjourned at 11:15.  

 
Next meeting: May 7, 2014 
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LRZ 4 & 5 Combination 
Study Update

LOLEWG

May 7th, 2014
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Overview

• Study identified the following evidence to support the 
combination of LRZ 4 & 5:
– Significant amount of resources in LRZ 4 changed ownership or 

retired during the past two years

– The combination of LRZ 4 & 5 resolves the data transparency and 
confidentiality issues in past LOLE analysis and Planning Resource 
Auctions due to lack of ownership diversity in LRZ 5

– The new boundaries follow the criteria as defined in tariff (Module E-
1, Sec. 68A.3)

– No significant real time congestion observed between Illinois and 
Missouri transmission system

– The combination of LRZ 4 & 5 would not pose a material change in 
MISO planning reserve margin

– LRZ 4 and 5 individually have sufficient local reserves and are 
electrically well connected

2
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Indicative Results LRZ 4 & 5 Combination using 2013 Study Models
(higher local clearing requirement in the combined zone with no material 

change in MISO wide PRM)

• Test was done using 2014/15 LOLE study model

• MISO wide PRM increased slightly from 7.3% to 7.4%

• LRZ analysis results are shown in the table below. The combined 
zone would still clear at MISO wide PRM of 7.4%.

Local Resource Zone (LRZ) LRZ-4 LRZ-5 LRZ 4&5

Planning Reserve Margin Study

Zones LFU [%] 4.66% 4.37% 4.73%

Installed Capacity (ICAP) 11,632 8,871 20,504

Unforced Capacity (UCAP) 10,746 8,135 18,882

Adjustment (ICAP) 1,571 2,525 3,213

Adjustment to UCAP {1d in 10yr} 1,478 2,376 3,023

Local Reliability Requirement (LRR) (UCAP) 12,224 10,511 21,905

LRZ Peak Demand - In Study Model 10,345 8,771 18,957

LRR UCAP per-unit of LRZ Peak Demand 118.2% 119.8% 115.5%

Pre-Redispatch Capacity Import Limit (CIL) (MW) 3,025 4,712 4,275

Pre-Redispatch Capacity Export Limit (CEL) (MW) 1,961 793 3,312 3
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Historical Transmission congestion Analysis
No significant congestion between LRZs 4 &5

2013 day ahead/real time top congested flowgates within LRZ 4&5 are shown in the map.

There are no major constraints limiting the transfer between LRZ 4 and 5
4
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Next Step

• Targeting tariff filing with updated LRZ map in 
June/July timeframe

• Contact

– Zheng Zhou, 651-632-8432, 

• zzhou@misoenergy.org

– Digaunto Chatterjee, 317-249-5635,

• dichatterjee@misoenergy.org

5
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LRZ 4 & 5 Combination 
Study Update

LOLEWG/SAWG Joint Meeting

June 12th, 2014
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Overview

• Study identified the following evidence to support the 
combination of LRZ 4 & 5:
– Significant amount of resources in LRZ 4 changed ownership or 

retired during the past two years

– The combination of LRZ 4 & 5 resolves the data transparency and 
confidentiality issues in past LOLE analysis and Planning Resource 
Auctions due to lack of ownership diversity in LRZ 5

– The new boundaries follow the criteria as defined in tariff (Module E-
1, Sec. 68A.3)

– No significant real time congestion observed between Illinois and 
Missouri transmission system

– The combination of LRZ 4 & 5 would not pose a material change in 
MISO planning reserve margin

– LRZ 4 and 5 individually have sufficient local reserves and are 
electrically well connected

2
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Indicative LOLE Study Results

• Test was done using 2014/15 LOLE study model

• MISO wide PRM increased slightly from 7.3% to 7.4%

• Decreased Per Unit Local Reliability Requirement – 2.7% decrease 
against zone 4 and 4.3% decrease against zone 5

• Increased total Capacity Export Limit – 600MW increase against the 
sum of zone 4 and 5, 1400MW increase against zone 4, 2500MW 
increase against zone 5.

• Reduced total Capacity Import Limit – 3500MW reduction against the 
sum of zone 4 and 5, 1200MW increase against zone 4 and 450MW 
reduction against zone 5.

• Increased total Local Clearing Requirement – 2600MW increase 
against the sum of zone 4 and 5.

3
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Historical Transmission congestion Analysis
No significant congestion between LRZs 4 &5

2013 day ahead/real time top congested flowgates within LRZ 4&5 are shown in the map.

There are no major constraints limiting the transfer between LRZ 4 and 5
4
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Initial Stakeholder Feedback and MISO 
response

5

Stakeholder Comments MISO response

The sale of the Ameren coal assets to another company does 

not represent "a significant change" in membership

MISO does not read the Tariff language to be so 

narrow as to only include new membership in the 

form of new territory being added to MISO’s 

footprint.

Module E1 tariff requirement clearly refers to development of 

"new" Local Resource Zones. 

The tariff language refers to developing new zones as 

well as re-evaluating the boundaries of zones.

The combination of zone 4 and 5 cannot be justified from a 

regulatory perspective as such a combination would result in 

Missouri, a traditionally regulated and vertically-integrated 

state, being treated on-par with Illinois, a fully re-structured 

and competitive state.

Local Resource Zones  are developed based on 1 day 

in 10 LOLE reliability requirement. Different resource 

procurement strategies can be accommodated 

regardless of zonal boundaries.

The Entergy Operating Companies(EOCs) support the 

combination. The EOCs also recommend that the CIL 

calculation for LRZ 8 should include, at a minimum, the 

AMMO and AMIL LBAs from that combined LRZ.

The current two tier dispatch approach utilizes 

available capacity in adjacent LBAs. Depending on the 

size of an LRZ, including all LBAs in the adjacent LRZ 

would potentially produce unrealistic CIL due to 

remote constraints limiting the transfer into the 

studied LRZ. 
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Next Step

• Targeting tariff filing with updated LRZ map in 
June/July timeframe

• Contact

– Zheng Zhou, 651-632-8432, 

• zzhou@misoenergy.org

– Digaunto Chatterjee, 317-249-5635,

• dichatterjee@misoenergy.org

6
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Appendix – LRZ analysis results

7

Local Resource Zone (LRZ) LRZ-4 LRZ-5 LRZ 4&5

Planning Reserve Margin Study

Zones LFU [%] 4.66% 4.37% 4.73%

Installed Capacity (ICAP) 11,632 8,871 20,504

Unforced Capacity (UCAP) 10,746 8,135 18,882

Adjustment (ICAP) 1,571 2,525 3,213

Adjustment to UCAP {1d in 10yr} 1,478 2,376 3,023

Local Reliability Requirement (LRR) (UCAP) 12,224 10,511 21,905

LRZ Peak Demand - In Study Model 10,345 8,771 18,957

LRR UCAP per-unit of LRZ Peak Demand 118.2% 119.8% 115.5%

Pre-Redispatch Capacity Import Limit (CIL) (MW) 3,025 4,712 4,275

Pre-Redispatch Capacity Export Limit (CEL) (MW) 1,961 793 3,312
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√ Denotes Potential Voting Item   * Denotes Report is Verbal 

Loss of Load Expectation Working Group (LOLEWG) and  
Supply Adequacy Working Group (SAWG) Joint Meeting 

Little Rock, AR  
June 12, 2014 

9:00 am to 12:00 pm CT 
Dial-in and WebEx information available at www.misoenergy.org  

	
Minutes 

 
1. Administrative Items (M. Volpe)  

a. Call to Order / Roll Call 
Meeting called to order at 9:00 am CT.  
 
Attendees:  
Chairs: Jeff Beattie (LOLEWG), Tom Parker (SAWG) 
Vice Chairs: Todd Tadych (LOLEWG), Mark Volpe (SAWG) 
MISO Liaisons: Zheng Zhou (LOLEWG), Mike Mattox (SAWG) 
Stakeholder Relations: Amanda Jones 
 
A. Collier (ACES Power) 
A. Fredrick (ATC) 
A. Jensen (MidAmerican) 
A. Lachowsky (AECC) 
A. Miller (Ameren) 
A. Penner (Manitoba 
Hydro) 
A. Zakem (Integrys) 
Add two from AECC 
B. Balar (NIPSCO) 
B. Booth (PSC-MS) 
B. Cutsor (NMPP Energy) 
B. Finzer (PSC-AR) 
B. Giggee (MDU) 
B. Glover (GRE) 
B. Hansen (MISO) 
B. Raihala (Xcel) 
C. Allen (MISO) 
C. Groh (MICH-CARE) 
C. Marciano (Entergy) 
C. McMurray (Andrews 
Kurth) 
C. Plante (WPSC) 
D. Chapel (Consumers 
Energy) 
D. Eserkaln (WPSC) 
D. Harlan (Veriqeust) 
D. Jenner (Duke Energy) 
D. Johnston (IURC) 
D. Landstrom (MISO) 
D. Lopez (MISO) 
D. Nick (DTE) 
D. Queensen (Ameren) 

D. Sears (Exelon) 
D. Shaffer (Dentons0 
Di. Chatterjee (MISO) 
E. Palmer (MN Power) 
F. Jiang (Alliant Energy) 
G. Jenkins (CES) 
G. Mathis (MGE) 
G. Weiss (Ameren) 
H. Ham (MN PUC) 
J. Baumgart (WPSC) 
J. Dodd (Ameren) 
J. Doner (MISO) 
J. Frueh (MN Power) 
J. Furnish (MISO) 
J. June Lay (Xenophon) 
J. Massmann (Ameren) 
J. Meyers  
J. Milli (MISO) 
J. Minalga (Invenergy) 
J. Niccolls (Alliant Energy) 
J. Schrepel (BEPC) 
J. Tielke (MRES) 
J. Wax (MISO) 
J. Wernert (SIPC/HE) 
J. Wheeler (PSC-WI) 
K. Berry (PSC-AR) 
K. Christiansen (Ameren) 
K. Feliks (AEP) 
K. Graves (CIPCO) 
K. Kohlrus (PPI) 
K. Shipp (Ameren) 
K. Wetzel (Consumers 
Energy) 

L. Franks (IPL) 
L. Hecker (MISO) 
L. Sunga (Noble 
Solutions) 
M. King (GDS Associates) 
M. Naghsh-Nilchi (MISO) 
M. Parsley (Big Rivers) 
M. Rose (Vectren) 
M. Vrbas (PS Analytics) 
M. White (MISO) 
M. Wisersky (MGE) 
M. Wolf (entergy) 
N. Simpson (PSC-MI) 
P. Ajayi (Entergy) 
P. Sircar (IN OUCC) 
R. Greffe (TX PUC) 
R. Hohlt (Ameren) 
R. Kershaw (ITC) 
R. Ryckman (CES0 
r. walsh (AECC) 
R. Westphal (MISO) 
S. Leovy (WPPI) 
S. Meersman (Avant 
Energy) 
T. Elliott (NRG Energy) 
T. Jarrett (MJMEUC) 
T. Kuhn (MISO) 
T. Tadych (ATC) 
W. Cecil (PSC-MO) 
W. Messina (NRG 
Energy) 
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b. Review Agenda 

The agenda was accepted as posted.   
 

c. Review March Meeting Minutes    
An amendment to the May 7 LOLEWG minutes was requested in the June 11 meeting.  The final 
draft will be provided for approval in the next LOLEWG meeting.  
 

2. PRA Simultaneous Feasibility Test Overview (J. Furnish)  
Overview of how the SFT is performed during the PRA  
The Simultaneous Feasibility Test (SFT) process was reviewed for the first time, including draft BPM 
language.  The SFT identifies transmission constraints resulting from power transfers between LRZs 
and establishes new limits for those mitigated through redispatch.  Jeanna discussed the process, 
including topology validation, load modeling, and generation dispatch modeling.  Limit modification 
guidelines were provided along with example scenarios.  Draft BPM 011 language was provided with 
meeting materials, and feedback requested by June 26.  Details of the transfer analysis and other 
LOLE study aspects may be found in the LOLE report. 
https://www.misoenergy.org/_layouts/MISO/ECM/Redirect.aspx?ID=162890  
 
There were numerous clarifying questions on topics such as powerlow modeling and adjustments to 
the CILs and CELs that may occur in the PRA.  Stakeholders were reminded that the SFT only looks 
at imports and exports being simultaneously feasible from a physical standpoint and does not make 
predictions of the PRA.  Mike Mattox answered a question about load forecasts, discussing MISO’s 
review of a random sample forecast.  This coming PY MISO will review all the forecasts put into the 
MECT and do a rough sanity check, as described in the last SAWG meeting.   
 
A stakeholder expressed concern about adding transmission losses to the load; the powerflow model 
will determine transmission losses already.  Digaunto took an action item to verify how much 
adjustment is made for loss differences.  The terms CIL and CEL in this context were confusing to 
some, and will be changed to Simultaneous Export/Import Values or something similar.  A 
stakeholder requested future explanation of how Subregional power balance constraints would be 
handled, and what happens with LCR for FRAP.   
 
Stakeholder feedback on the proposal and BPM language was requested by June 26.   
 

3. External Resource Zone Proposal* (D. Lopez)  
Update on propose to create an External Resource zone  
Based on comments from stakeholders in May, MISO opted to discuss this proposal further internally.  
This also allows staff more time to investigate the relationship between TSRs and import limits.  A 
tariff filing may or may not come out of the investigation but remains to be seen; this will continue to 
be discussed with stakeholders through the SAWG.  MISO was asked to clarify handling of pseudo-
tied units and more examples.   
 

4. 2014/15 LOLE study and PRA results Review (Z. Zhou)  
Provide comparison between 2014/15 LOLE study results and 2014/15 PRA results  
Comparison of LOLE study and PRA results was performed to help stakeholders understand the 
differences and improve reliability and efficiency of the planning results.  A comparison by LRZ was 
provided across multiple factors; most discussion focused on zones 8 and 9, and load forecast.  
Zheng answered questions about the comparisons and potential drivers/impacts.   
 
The peak demand forecasts are within 3% difference between LOLE study and PRA for MISO North 
and Central region, while MISO South has a higher difference due to insufficient forecast data.   Last 
year’s LOLE study used a forecast provided by Ventyx for zones 8 and 9 because this information 
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was not available in the MECT.  MISO was asked to take another look at this information to see if 
adjustments are needed.   
 
There is no change in CIL/CEL value.  MISO total LRR/LCR increased by 2,725 MW, MISO north and 
Central region LRR/LCR largely remain unchanged.   The total effective PRMR for MISO increased 
from 134,611 MW to 136,911 MW, a 1.7% increase.  MISO North and Central regions PRMR largely 
remains unchanged.   
 

5. LRZ 4 & 5 Combination Update (Z. Zhou)  
Provide update regarding LRZ 4 (Illinois) and 5 (Missouri) combination  
Zheng recapped the study that showed support for the combination of LRZs 4 and 5 and indicative 
LOLE study results, as noted in the presentation.  A summary of stakeholder comments and MISO 
responses was discussed.  Digaunto, speaking on behalf of MISO, apologized for the misstatement in 
the May meeting regarding PRA offer strategies.  MISO did not use this as a basis for evaluating the 
merger of the two zones.  A couple of stakeholders asked about drivers for the combination of the two 
zones given that there is not significant congestion.  Another asked about consideration of the 
combination of zones 8 and 9.  A member of the PSC-AR noted the requirement for the zones to be 
separated as a condition of approving Entergy’s entrance to MISO.   
 
Zheng answered questions about the analysis.  The LOLE study is purely a one day in ten reliability 
study; planning resource requirements have no impact.  A presentation was given in the June 11 
meeting demonstrating that the combined zone now results in a demand of 18,500 which is still 
smaller than some zones, on par with zone 1 and some others.  Stakeholders questioned if MISO 
should continue observing the market for a longer period before moving this forward, and if more 
granular data could be provided publicly.  
 
Note: Stakeholders were notified on June 24 that MISO would delay this filing to continue evaluation 
of zonal boundaries.  Additional information will be provided in future LOLEWG and SAWG meetings. 
 
a. LRZ Combination Comments (M. Volpe)  

Mark Volpe (Dynegy) responded to MISO’s proposal to combine zones 4 and 5, discussing 
provisions contained in Module E-1 of the Tariff and BPM.  He asked, what changed with 
configuration of the system?  Digaunto read from Module E-1 of the tariff, “…the Transmission 
Provider may re-evaluate the boundaries of LRZs if there are significant changes in the 
Transmission Provider Region based upon the preceding factors, including but not limited to, 
significant changes in membership, the Transmission System, and/or Resources…”  
 
Mark’s presentation provided support for the cessation of this effort, and questioned MISO’s 
authority to make such a recommendation based on the language sited.  He stressed the 
importance of continuing to monitor limits between the South and North/Central regions before 
pursuing changes, and lack of a “significant change in membership or retirements”, and 
questioned the seemingly arbitrary use of “significant changes” to transmission and membership.   
 
Some participants debated the merits on either side of the argument, which were unresolved.  
Mark also recommended that the discussion continue before the IMM in the July meeting.   
 

6. Adjournment 
Meeting adjourned at 12:23 pm CT.  
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Loss of Load Expectation Working Group (LOLEWG) 
Carmel, IN  

May 7, 2014 
9:00 am to 12:30 pm ET 

Dial-in and WebEx information available at www.misoenergy.org  
	

Minutes 
 

1. Administrative Items (J. Beattie)  
a. Call to Order / Roll Call 

Meeting called to order at 9:00 am ET.  
 
Attendees:  
Chair: Jeff Beattie  
MISO Liaison: Zheng Zhou 
Stakeholder Relations: Amanda Jones 
 
A. Collier (ACES) 
A. Freeman (PSC-MI) 
A. Jensen 
(MidAmerican) 
A. Penner (Manitoba 
Hydro)  
A. Zakem (Integrys 
Energy) 
B. Balar (NIPSCO) 
B. Giggee (MDU) 
B. Raihala (Xcel 
Energy) 
B. SeDoris (NIPSCO) 
C. Allen (MISO) 
C. DeGeorge (Entergy) 
C. Marciano (Entergy) 
D. Cuervas (SMEPA) 
D. Eserkaln (WPSC) 
D. Harlan (Veriquest 
Group) 
D. Hines (MISO) 
D. Jenner (Duke 
Energy) 
D. Johnston (IURC) 
D. Landstrom (MISO) 
D. Leitch (Consumers 
Energy) 
D. Lopez (MISO) 
D. Mosolf (MISO) 
D. Neumeyer (PSC-
WI) 
D. Sears (Exelon) 
D. Vasquez (MISO) 

Di. Chatterjee (MISO) 
E. Stocking (PSC-MI) 
G. Jenkins (CES) 
G. Mathis (MGE) 
G. Powers (Ameren) 
G. Weiss (Ameren) 
H. Ham (MN PUC) 
H. Naeher (Entergy) 
J. Alvis (Entergy) 
J. Baumgart (PSC-WI) 
J. Cole (MISO) 
J. Czech (DTE) 
J. Dodd (Ameren) 
J. Frueh (MN Power) 
J. Furnish (MISO) 
J. Meyers  
J. Milli (MISO) 
J. Niccolls (Alliant 
Energy) 
J. Oralndo (NIPSCO) 
J. Stewart (LAFA) 
K. Chreston (DTE) 
K. Christiansen 
(Ameren) 
K. Fielder (Entergy) 
K. Shipp (Ameren) 
L. Franks (IPL) 
L. Hecker (MISO) 
M. Mattox (MISO) 
M. Montgomery 
(Entergy) 
M. Naghsh-Nilchi 
(MISO) 

M. Rose (Vectren) 
M. Seymour (MISO) 
M. Sutton (MISO) 
M. taylor (ITC) 
M. Volpe (Dynegy) 
M. Wisersky (MGE) 
M. Wolf (Entergy) 
N. Ghomsi (PSC-MO) 
P. Dolan (We 
Energies) 
P. Sircar (IN OUCC) 
R. Gillingham (Hoosier 
Energy) 
R. Hohlt (Ameren) 
R. Kershaw (ITC) 
R. McCausland 
(Ameren) 
R. Paliza (Consultant) 
R. Ryckman (CES) 
R. Sharp (Cleco) 
R. Walsh (AECC) 
S. Leovy (WPPI) 
S. Porter (Dairyland) 
S. Rakow (MN PUC) 
T. Elliott (NRG Energy) 
T. Hu (MidAmerican) 
T. Jarrett (MJMEUC) 
T. Kuhn (MISO) 
V. Green (Michael 
Best) 
W. Cecil (PSC-MO) 
Z. Ruzycki (MN PUC) 
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b. Review Agenda 

The agenda was accepted as posted.  
 

c. Review March Meeting Minutes 
March minutes were accepted as posted.    

 
2. 2015/16 LOLE Study Scenarios Update (D. Lopez)  

Davey discussed the base business case for this year’s LOLE study.  MISO will perform out-
year studies for years 2, 3 and 10, but not year 5.  Digaunto, Davey and Jeanna answered 
numerous clarifying questions about calculation of CIL/CEL, LRR and LCR relative to external 
support.  Some stakeholders questioned limitations on use of external resources to meet their 
LCR.  There was also confusion between the modeling of transfer limits vs. capacity 
forecasting, and questions about whether the contract capacity limit would be enforced for the 
LOLE study and which SSR units would be modeled as retired.  MISO is not proposing 
changes to adjustment methodology.   
 
MISO was asked to provide additional information on forced outage rates of proxy units for the 
next meeting, as well as scenarios demonstrating reduction in Local Reliability Requirement 
(LRR).  There was some debate about external resources clearing for LCR, and in CIL/CEL 
calculations.  These resources are part of the base flow (net of imports vs. exports).  Digaunto 
noted a request made through the Supply Adequacy Working Group (SAWG) to determine the 
feasibility of comparing firm transmission reservations against firm CILs established for each 
zone.  This will be discussed further in the June 12 joint LOLEWG-SAWG meeting.  LOLE 
studies are run to determine LCR – resources that need to be physically located within a zone 
to meet your 1 day in 10, after accounting for your maximum import limit.   
 
Participants discussed system dispatch and transmission flows.   Digaunto clarified that while 
dispatch may have some effect, the CIL and CEL substantially change only when there are 
material changes in transmission topology.  Jeanna stated that identification of transmission 
limits for this purpose is a starting point, not attempting to model what will occur in the capacity 
auction.  The base dispatch does have minimal impact on those limits, but the limiter is 
transmission in the model.  If there are external TSRs that are approved in time for MISO to 
build the models then they will be included in the base.   
 
More information on CIL / CEL calculations was provided in the March 13 LOLE Workshop. 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Events/Pages/LOLEWG20140313.aspx  
 

3. LOLE Input Data Update (D. Lopez, J. Cole)  
Davey discussed sources of data into GE MARS that will be used for load, generation, and 
external resources.  Each source was discussed in greater detail, with areas noted in red 
where MISO is still compiling the data.  A comparison of 2014 vs. 2015 by zone was provided.  
Participants discussed accounting of PJM cleared resources; their 2017-18 values will be 
published at the end of May.  MISO was asked to look into the capability to publish exported 
units by zone.   
 
Next steps are to summarize LFU, generation input data, generation input data, Att Y/ EPA 
survey/future generation, external generation by zone, adjust external PRM targets by DSM 
and sales, and build the GE MARS model.   
 

Docket Nos. EL15-70, EL15-71, & EL15-72 
Exhibit No. 10 

Page 2 of 4

20150702-5117 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 7/2/2015 12:33:34 PM



	
	

	

√ Denotes Potential Voting Item   * Denotes Report is Verbal 

Proposed tariff changes regarding external resources will not impact the LOLE study this year.  
Those changes will continue to be discussed through the SAWG and brought to the LOLEWG 
as needed.   
 

4. BPM-11 and BPM-20 Update (M. Sutton)  
Redline changes to BPM 011 and 020 were provided with meeting materials and discussed in 
summary, along with comments received from stakeholders and MISO responses.  BPM 011 
changes will be incorporated with other changes to the BPM under review with the SAWG and 
will move forward through that venue.  SFT language will also go into BPM 011 and will be 
presented in the joint LOLEWG-SAWG meeting on June 12.   
 

5. Review of Capacity Import Limit Tier Configuration (M. Sutton)  
Tier configurations were provided with meeting materials.  Stakeholders were asked to provide 
feedback by May 21 for incorporation in the next study.  
 

6. LRZ 4 & 5 Combination Study Update (Z. Zhou)  
MISO’s evaluation on combining these two zones found evidence to support their merger; the 
joint PRM increased from 7.3% to 7.4%, which would still clear the MISO-wide PRM of 7.4%.  
Digaunto and Zheng answered questions about historical congestion and approaching in 
service dates for MVPs that will further enhance connectivity.  A stakeholder inquired about 
potential enhancements to data transparency that would be fostered through the merger, 
which is yet to be determined.  Another stakeholder questioned the seemingly arbitrary use of 
tariff allowances to justify the merger (significant change in membership or topology).  This 
change would require a tariff filing.     
 
Participants discussed methodology and justification for the change, to be discussed further in 
future meetings.  Responding to questions about drivers behind this proposal, Digaunto stated 
that MISO would not propose combining zones because one was projected to be short in LCR.  
The base driver is to make sure the transfers between those two zones can be easily 
accommodated with the capability that exists between them today.   
 
Note:  During the presentation, there was a misstatement concerning Planning Resource 
Auction offer strategies. MISO wants to assure all stakeholders that MISO did not use this as a 
basis for evaluating the merger of Zones 4 and 5. This is not an appropriate basis under the 
MISO tariff for reevaluating the boundaries of Local Resource Zones. MISO did not mean to 
communicate or otherwise imply that any Market Participant has or may use a strategy aimed 
at manipulating Planning Resource Auction outcomes. 
 

7. LFU Update (M. Naghsh-Nilchi)  
MISO’s research did not net enough support to further consider changing LFU calculation 
methodology, nor was there strong stakeholder support in continuing the investigation in 
previous meetings.  A couple of stakeholders protested, asking MISO to keep pursuing a more 
robust and “accurate” methodology.  After a great deal of process debate, the chair asked that 
any stakeholders interested in presenting a proposal should contact him to be placed on a 
future LOLEWG agenda.     
 

8. LOLE Study Schedule Review (Z. Zhou)  
Zheng recapped future tasks and provided the updated schedule for this year’s study.  There 
were no questions.    
 

9. Future Meetings and Topics to be Addressed (Z. Zhou)  
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Topics from this meeting will feed the agendas for the LOLEWG and LOLEWG-SAWG joint 
meetings in Little Rock (June 11 and 12).  Other agenda topics may be sent to a member of 
the committee leadership.   
 

10. New Business  
No new business was raised.   
 
The chair noted a supplemental paper on LFU submitted by Alex Zakem (Integrys Energy).  
There was no discussion.   

	
11. Adjournment  

Meeting adjourned at 2:00 pm ET.   
 

 
Next meetings:  

LOLEWG - June 11, 2014 (Little Rock) 
LOLEWG and SAWG Joint Meeting – June 12, 2014 (Little Rock) 
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