
S T A T E   O F   M I C H I G A N 
 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 

* * * * * 
 

In the matter of the investigation, on the ) 
Commission’s own motion, into the electric supply   ) 
reliability plans of Michigan’s electric utilities for ) Case No. U-18197 
the years 2017 through 2021. ) 
                                                                                         ) 
 

 At the September 15, 2017 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing, 

Michigan. 

 
PRESENT: Hon. Sally A. Talberg, Chairman 

         Hon. Norman J. Saari, Commissioner  
Hon. Rachael A. Eubanks, Commissioner 

ORDER 

 This order establishes the format and requirements for electric providers in the state to make 

demonstrations to the Commission that they have sufficient electric capacity arrangements 

pursuant to Section 6w of 2016 PA 341 (Act 341).   

1. History of Proceedings 

 Beginning in 1998, the Commission commenced annual investigations into the adequacy and 

reliability of the electric generation capacity available for meeting customer requirements in the 

Consumers Energy Company (Consumers), DTE Electric Company (DTE Electric), and Indiana 

Michigan Power Company (I&M) service territories.  The Commission expanded its annual 

capacity investigations over time to, among other things, include all Michigan-regulated electric 

utilities, including member-regulated cooperatives, and extend the horizon to a five-year period, in 

light of expected power plant retirements in Michigan and the Midwest region.         



Page 2 
U-18197 

 As in past years, the Commission opened Case No. U-18197 on January 12, 2017, to obtain 

from electric utilities regulated by the Commission, alternative electric suppliers (AESs), utility 

affiliates, and certain power supply cooperatives and associations, a self-assessment of their ability 

to meet their customers’ expected electric requirements and associated planning reserves during 

the five-year period of 2017 through 2021.   

 On December 21, 2016, Governor Rick Snyder signed Act 341 into law.  Section 6w of 

Act 341 requires each electric utility, AES, cooperative electric utility, and municipally-owned 

electric utility to demonstrate to the Commission, in a format determined by the Commission, that 

the load serving entity (electric provider) owns or has contractual rights to sufficient capacity to 

meet its capacity obligations as set by the appropriate independent system operator (ISO), or by 

the Commission, as applicable.  MCL 460.6w.  In the event an AES cannot make the required 

capacity showing (or elects not to), Section 6w requires that a State Reliability Mechanism (SRM) 

capacity charge would be assessed, to be determined by the Commission, with the associated 

capacity for such AES customers provided by the incumbent utility.  Thus, Section 6w mandated a 

new form of annual capacity investigation, with associated new deadlines.  Act 341 went into 

effect on April 20, 2017.   

 Recognizing this, on March 10, 2017, the Commission issued an order in Case Nos. U-18239 

et al. (March 10 order) that directed the Commission Staff (Staff) to consult with Midcontinent 

Independent System Operator, Inc. (MISO) and other parties to: 

1. Continue to examine resource adequacy issues as part of the annual assessment 
in Case No. U-18197.  

2. Develop recommendations regarding requirements for capacity demonstrations 
for electric utilities, cooperatives, municipalities, and AESs in this state subject to 
the SRM, including filing requirements.  

3. Develop recommendations regarding load forecasts, planning reserve margin 
requirements and locational requirements for capacity resources.  
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4. Develop recommendations regarding the capacity obligations for load that pays 
an SRM charge to a utility, including MISO’s annual PRA [Planning Resource 
Auction or auction].  

 
March 10 order, p. 19.  In light of the compressed schedule mandated by Section 6w and the need 

for certainty to plan for capacity requirements, as well as the directive from the Legislature to 

establish the capacity obligations for all providers, including areas with and without electric 

choice, the Commission engaged stakeholders through briefing and technical conferences to solicit 

input on the capacity obligations.  The Commission also opened dockets in Case Nos. U-18239, 

U-18248, U-18253, U-18254, and U-18258 for the five electric providers with choice load 

potentially affected by the SRM charge requirement of Section 6w.   

 On May 11, 2017, the Commission issued a follow-up order in Case Nos. U-18197 et al. 

finding that the format for the demonstration required of an electric utility by MCL 460.6w(8)(a) 

that the utility “owns or has contractual rights to sufficient capacity to meet its capacity obligations 

as set by the appropriate independent system operator, or commission, as applicable” for the 

“planning year beginning 4 years after the beginning of the current planning year” would be 

determined through collaborative efforts in the technical conferences, along with the format for the 

demonstrations required of AESs, cooperative electric utilities, and municipally-owned electric 

utilities under MCL 460.6w(8)(b) (May 11 order).  In the May 11 order, the Commission also 

afforded stakeholders the opportunity to provide comments and reply comments regarding three 

threshold issues that concerned timing, a uniform methodology, and a locational requirement.1  

The order directed the Staff to file a Staff Report (Report) on August 1, 2017,2 with 

                                                 
       1 Attachment A to the May 11 order included a list of additional issues for consideration during 
the technical conferences.   
 
       2 On June 30, 2017, the Staff filed a separate report reviewing the data submitted by providers 
and reporting on the overall capacity outlook for Michigan under the pre-Act 341 framework for 
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recommendations and an explication of unresolved issues; and indicated that parties could file 

comments on the Report by August 15, 2017, and reply comments by August 30, 2017.   

 On June 15, 2017, the Commission issued an order addressing the threshold questions (June 

15 order).  The Commission found that:  (1) the capacity demonstrations should be filed in 

accordance with the deadlines established in Section 6w(8); (2) a uniform methodology should be 

applied to all electric providers and service territories; (3) Section 6w authorizes a locational 

requirement to be applied to individual electric providers, but allocating such a requirement based 

on individual electric providers’ proportional share of the peak load may not be equitable or 

reasonable; and (4) the remaining technical conferences should be used to address the appropriate 

design of a locational requirement for capacity obligations.  

 Technical conferences took place on April 11, April 26, June 8, June 29-30, and July 10, 2017.  

All stakeholders who wished to do so filed written position statements by July 17, 2017.   

 On August 1, the Staff filed the Report.  On August 15, 2017, MISO, DTE Electric, the 

Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity (ABATE), Energy Michigan, the Grand 

Rapids Area Chamber of Commerce (GRACC), Michigan Chemistry Council (MCC), Wolverine 

Power Cooperative, Inc. (Wolverine), Representative Gary Glenn, Constellation NewEnergy, Inc. 

(CNE), and the Michigan Municipal Electric Association, Michigan Public Power Agency, 

Michigan South Central Power Agency, and WPPI Energy (collectively the Michigan Municipal 

Group or MMG) filed comments on the Report.  On August 30, 2017, MISO, United States Steel 

                                                 
the 2017 through 2021 time period.  On July 31, 2017, the Commission issued an order reviewing 
the capacity outlook and closing that original part of the Case No. U-18197 docket opened on 
January 12, 2017.  
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Corporation (USSC), MCC, DTE Electric, Consumers, CNE, and Energy Michigan filed reply 

comments.   

2. Federal and State Regulatory Background 

 Section 6w established a new framework for resource adequacy in Michigan – that is, ensuring 

electric providers can meet customers’ electricity needs over the long term even during periods of 

high electricity consumption or when power plants or transmission lines unexpectedly go out of 

service.  Both the states and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) have jurisdiction 

over resource adequacy.  FERC has explained:  

[T]he question of jurisdiction over resource adequacy is a complex matter that 
represents “the confluence of state-federal jurisdiction.”  [Note omitted.]  While 
we are cognizant of the traditional role of state and local entities in regulating 
resource adequacy, we are also aware of our responsibility under the FPA [Federal 
Power Act] to ensure the reliability of the system and that wholesale rates are just 
and reasonable.  We will defer to state and local entities’ decisions when possible 
on resource adequacy matters, but in doing so we will not shirk our 
congressionally-mandated responsibilities.  We find that the adequacy of resources 
can have a significant effect on wholesale rates and services and therefore is 
subject to Commission jurisdiction.  
 

California Independent System Operator Corp (CAISO), 119 FERC ¶ 61,076 at P 540, p. 212 

(2007); see, also, ISO New England, Inc., 121 FERC ¶ 61,125 at P 47, p. 13  (2007), and CAISO, 

116 FERC ¶ 61,274 at P 1112, p. 305 (2006).  States can set both the amount of capacity each 

electric provider is required to have available for reliability and how that capacity requirement 

should be met.  Id.  Notwithstanding, FERC has clarified its role in reviewing the impact that such 

state determinations have upon interstate rates and the capacity resource mechanism approved by 

FERC.  See, Connecticut Dept of Pub Utility Control Bd v FERC, 569 F3d 477 (DC Cir 2009).   

 FERC also explicitly recognized the authority of states over resource adequacy in approving 

the MISO resource adequacy construct.  See, 16 USC 824(a), (b)(1); Midwest Indep Transmission 

System Operator, Inc., 153 FERC ¶ 61,229, pp. 23-24 (2015).  MISO’s capacity market is 
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intended to complement state resource adequacy authorities and actions, such as retail rate 

regulation of vertically-integrated utilities and integrated resource planning.  Id.  The MISO 

capacity market serves as a mechanism to sell and buy capacity in the near-term (i.e., current year) 

through a centralized auction to allow for a more efficient exchange of planning resources across 

energy providers and local planning zones.   

 The MISO capacity auction is conducted at the end of March each year, and allows for the 

purchase and sale of capacity for the upcoming year, referred to as a planning year, which runs 

from June 1 through May 31 of the following year.  Each year, MISO establishes the planning 

reserve margin requirement (PRMR), or the amount of capacity each electric provider must 

acquire to reliably serve projected peak demand.  In lieu of participating in the auction, an electric 

provider can submit a fixed resource adequacy plan (FRAP) demonstrating it has sufficient 

capacity, and/or pay a capacity deficiency charge.  Each year, MISO also establishes the local 

clearing requirement (LCR), which represents the minimum amount of generation that must be 

physically located within the local resource zone (Zone) in order to meet reliability criteria (a one 

day in ten year loss of load expectation (LOLE)) after taking into account import capability.3   

    MISO has established ten Zones in its footprint to accomplish this purpose.  Even though the 

bulk transmission system can transport electricity over long distances, congestion and other 

constraints can affect the deliverability of resources to customer load, which impacts system 

reliability.  MISO incorporated the LCR into its resource adequacy construct at the direction of 

FERC in order to account for these constraints and better ensure reliability of the electric grid.  

                                                 
      3 “Local Clearing Requirements” are defined as “the minimum amount of Unforced Capacity 
[UCAP] that is physically located within the Zone that is required to meet the LOLE while fully 
using the Capacity Import Limit [capacity import limit] for such Zone.” FERC Electric Tariff, 
Module E-1, 1.365a, Local Clearing Requirement, 1.0.0.     
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Midwest Indep Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199, p. 41 (2012); 153 FERC 

¶ 61,229, pp. 23-24 (2015).   

 In order to make the determination of the LCR, MISO first establishes the local reliability 

requirement (LRR), which represents the resources that would be needed if a particular local 

resource zone were an island – i.e., if there was no ability to import resources over the bulk 

transmission system – to meet the one day in ten years LOLE standard.  MISO also determines the 

capacity import limit, which represents the availability of transmission capacity to import 

resources into a local resource zone.  By subtracting the capacity import limit from the LRR, 

MISO determines the LCR.   

 The LCR applies to the entire Zone, with the zonal auction prices affected if this requirement 

is not met.  Specifically, entities participating in the auction, whether through the self-supply 

option or not, would be required to pay the cost of new entry (CONE), which is based on the cost 

of construction of new gas combustion turbine generation, if the local planning zone as a whole 

does not meet the LCR.  In other words, if there are not enough resources physically located in the 

Zone to meet the LCR, then the auction price automatically goes to the cost of new entry.  In such 

instance, the probability of an outage due to lack of supply may be higher because the MISO 

auction only serves as a financial mechanism and does not ensure new capacity resources will be 

secured to meet the reliability standards.   

 If an electric provider uses a FRAP in lieu of participating in the auction, the FRAP must 

demonstrate that the electric provider’s proportional share of the Zone’s LCR is met using 

resources located in that local Zone or otherwise count toward that Zone’s LCR under MISO’s 
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tariff.4  Currently, the LCR in Zone 7,5 covering most of the Lower Peninsula, represents 

approximately 95% of the overall PRMR; thus, the large majority of resources must be physically 

located in the Zone in order for the LCR to be met.   

 A level of complexity is added to issues related to resource adequacy in Michigan due to the 

state’s unique retail electric market structure, where up to 10% of load in an incumbent utility’s 

service territory is allowed to purchase electricity from an AES under Michigan’s electric choice 

law.  Incumbent utilities plan to have adequate capacity to serve their full-service customers, but 

have made a point of not taking steps to plan for choice load located in their service territories.  

See, note 10, infra.  AESs that rely on the annual MISO auction to procure the capacity necessary 

to cover all or some of their customers’ needs for the upcoming summer period can do so at below 

cost because of the historical surplus of supplies.  The MISO auction prices have been far below 

the cost of existing or new generation.  Thus, an AES that relies on the auction for its capacity 

needs may not technically be using the generation of investor-owned utilities in Michigan to meet 

its customers’ short-term capacity needs, but it is using excess supply at below-cost from other 

entities in the MISO footprint.  Under this system, an AES that relies heavily on annual auction 

purchases is saving its customers money in the short term, but is not contributing to reliability like 

other electric providers that are planning and investing in resources to meet long-term needs.  And 

                                                 
      4 MISO’s tariff currently allows resources located in another local resource zone to count 
toward the importing zone’s LCR if adequate transmission service is obtained and approved by 
MISO.  Discussions are underway at MISO to potentially modify or eliminate this provision.  
 
       5 Zone 7 covers the Lower Peninsula of Michigan, with the exception of the southwest corner 
of the state, which is in PJM Interconnection, LLC’s (PJM) territory.  The Upper Peninsula is in 
Zone 2.   
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as supplies tighten with the potential for costs to increase through the auction, there are cost 

impacts to Michigan utility customers.6    

 MISO and other entities have explained that the MISO market, on its own, does not provide 

the necessary price signals to new or existing generators in order to meet long-term resource 

adequacy needs.7   Additionally, it only addresses the current planning year.  FERC has also 

identified inadequate price signals, or “price formation,” in wholesale markets as a concern for 

electric reliability and the efficient entry and exit of generators.  The U.S. Department of Energy 

recently emphasized this issue in its study on baseload generation.8  The issue of price formation is 

more pronounced in areas with retail electric choice because power supplies are generally 

deregulated.  This concern was the impetus for MISO to propose the Competitive Retail Solution, 

or CRS, with a three-year forward auction for areas with retail electric choice (i.e., Illinois and 

portions of Michigan).  FERC rejected the CRS proposal in February 2017, citing concerns with 

the market design.9     

 Concerns about the ability of the existing resource adequacy construct to ensure reliability 

were echoed by the Legislature and Governor in enacting new energy legislation.  In 2016, 

                                                 
       6 Even the potential that the auction price may rise due to the supply outlook in Zone 7 may 
affect the ability or cost to purchase capacity from suppliers outside of Michigan several years into 
the future.  This is due in part to MISO’s zonal deliverability charge that would be applied to a 
bilateral purchase included in a FRAP.  
  
      7 See, http://www.senate.michigan.gov/committees/files/2016-SCT-ENERGY-04-27-1-
01.PDF; and 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Report/IMM/2015%20State%20of%20the%20M
arket%20Report.pdf 
 
       8 
https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/08/f36/Staff%20Report%20on%20Electricity%20Markets
%20and%20Reliability_0.pdf   
 
      9 Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., 158 FERC ¶ 61,128 (2017).   

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Report/IMM/2015%20State%20of%20the%20Market%20Report.pdf
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Report/IMM/2015%20State%20of%20the%20Market%20Report.pdf
https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/08/f36/Staff%20Report%20on%20Electricity%20Markets%20and%20Reliability_0.pdf
https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/08/f36/Staff%20Report%20on%20Electricity%20Markets%20and%20Reliability_0.pdf
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Michigan enacted the new statutory framework for resource adequacy in Section 6w of Act 341 to 

ensure that all energy providers – including AESs, municipal utilities, electric cooperatives, and 

regulated electric utilities – contribute to the state’s long-term electric capacity needs.  The 

legislation expressly provided for the implementation of MISO’s CRS proposal but also included 

the State Reliability Mechanism as the backstop in the event the CRS was not approved by FERC 

by a date certain.  The application of charges under the SRM is limited to areas with retail electric 

choice (choice), but is reliant on the capacity demonstration requirements and processes applicable 

to all areas and energy providers in the state.   

 Under this capacity demonstration framework, the Commission must determine the capacity 

obligations for individual electric providers over a four year period and create a process to 

evaluate whether such obligations are met.  In setting the obligations, the law directs the 

Commission to request technical assistance from MISO in determining the LCR and PRMR for 

purposes of the Section 6w capacity obligations.  Notably, the LCR and PRMR would cover 

periods beyond MISO’s one-year planning year and auction.  Section 6w provides remedies in 

instances when an electric provider is unable to demonstrate it has procured adequate capacity to 

cover its load, including allowing for uncovered AES load to be assessed a capacity charge (i.e., 

the SRM charge) determined by the Commission and paid to the incumbent utility in exchange for 

meeting that load’s capacity obligations.  Special provisions exist for electric utilities, municipally-

owned utilities, and electric cooperatives that fail to meet the Section 6w capacity obligations.   

 Pertinent subsections of MCL 460.6w related to the capacity obligations and process are as 

follows: 

(2) . . . If, by September 30, 2017, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission does 
not put into effect a resource adequacy tariff that includes a capacity forward auction 
or a prevailing state compensation mechanism, then the commission shall establish a 
state reliability mechanism under subsection (8). The commission may commence a 
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proceeding before October 1 if the commission believes orderly administration would 
be enabled by doing so. If the commission implements a state reliability mechanism, it 
shall be for a minimum of 4 consecutive planning years beginning in the upcoming 
planning year. A state reliability charge must be established in the same manner as a 
capacity charge under subsection (3) and be determined consistent with subsection 
(8). . . .  
 
(6) A capacity charge shall not be assessed for any portion of capacity obligations for 
each planning year for which an alternative electric supplier can demonstrate that it 
can meet its capacity obligations through owned or contractual rights to any resource 
that the appropriate independent system operator allows to meet the capacity 
obligation of the electric provider. The preceding sentence shall not be applied in any 
way that conflicts with a federal resource adequacy tariff, when applicable.  Any 
electric provider that has previously demonstrated that it can meet all or a portion of 
its capacity obligations shall give notice to the commission by September 1 of the year 
4 years before the beginning of the applicable planning year if it does not expect to 
meet that capacity obligation and instead expects to pay a capacity charge.  The 
capacity charge in the utility service territory must be paid for the portion of its load 
taking service from the alternative electric supplier not covered by capacity as set 
forth in this subsection during the period that any such capacity charge is effective. . . 
.  
 
(8) If a state reliability mechanism is required to be established under subsection (2), 
the commission shall do all of the following: 
 
(a) Require, by December 1 of each year, that each electric utility demonstrate to the 

commission, in a format determined by the commission, that for the planning year 
beginning 4 years after the beginning of the current planning year, the electric 
utility owns or has contractual rights to sufficient capacity to meet its capacity 
obligations as set by the appropriate independent system operator, or commission, 
as applicable. 
 

(b) Require, by the seventh business day of February each year, that each alternative 
electric supplier, cooperative electric utility, or municipally owned electric utility 
demonstrate to the commission, in a format determined by the commission, that 
for the planning year beginning 4 years after the beginning of the current planning 
year, the alternative electric supplier, cooperative electric utility, or municipally 
owned electric utility owns or has contractual rights to sufficient capacity to meet 
its capacity obligations as set by the appropriate independent system operator, or 
commission, as applicable.  One or more municipally owned electric utilities may 
aggregate their capacity resources that are located in the same local resource zone 
to meet the requirements of this subdivision.  One or more cooperative electric 
utilities may aggregate their capacity resources that are located in the same local 
resource zone to meet the requirements of this subdivision.  A cooperative or 
municipally owned electric utility may meet the requirements of this subdivision 
through any resource, including a resource acquired through a capacity forward 
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auction, that the appropriate independent system operator allows to qualify for 
meeting the local clearing requirement.  A cooperative or municipally owned 
electric utility’s payment of an auction price related to a capacity deficiency as 
part of a capacity forward auction conducted by the appropriate independent 
system operator does not by itself satisfy the resource adequacy requirements of 
this section unless the appropriate independent system operator can directly tie 
that provider’s payment to a capacity resource that meets the requirements of this 
subsection.  By the seventh business day of February in 2018, an alternative 
electric supplier shall demonstrate to the commission, in a format determined by 
the commission, that for the planning year beginning June 1, 2018, and the 
subsequent 3 planning years, the alternative electric supplier owns or has 
contractual rights to sufficient capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set by 
the appropriate independent system operator, or commission, as applicable.  If the 
commission finds an electric provider has failed to demonstrate it can meet a 
portion or all of its capacity obligation, the commission shall do all of the 
following: 
 
(i) For alternative electric load, require the payment of a capacity charge that is 

determined, assessed, and applied in the same manner as under subsection 
(3) for that portion of the load not covered as set forth in subsections 
(6) and (7).  If a capacity charge is required to be paid under this 
subdivision in the planning year beginning June 1, 2018 or any of the 3 
subsequent planning years, the capacity charge is applicable for each of 
those planning years. 
 

(ii) For a cooperative or municipally owned electric utility, recommend to the 
attorney general that suit be brought consistent with the provisions of 
subsection (9) to require that procurement. 

 
(iii) For an electric utility, require any audits and reporting as the commission 

considers necessary to determine if sufficient capacity is procured. If an 
electric utility fails to meet its capacity obligations, the commission may 
assess appropriate and reasonable fines, penalties, and customer refunds 
under this act. 

 
(c) In order to determine the capacity obligations, request that the appropriate 

independent system operator provide technical assistance in determining the local 
clearing requirement and planning reserve margin requirement. If the appropriate 
independent system operator declines, or has not made a determination by October 
1 of that year, the commission shall set any required local clearing requirement 
and planning reserve margin requirement, consistent with federal reliability 
requirements. 
 

(d) In order to determine if resources put forward will meet such federal reliability 
requirements, request technical assistance from the appropriate independent 
system operator to assist with assessing resources to ensure that any resources will 
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meet federal reliability requirements. If the technical assistance is rendered, the 
commission shall accept the appropriate independent system operator’s 
determinations unless it finds adequate justification to deviate from the 
determinations related to the qualification of resources. If the appropriate 
independent system operator declines, or has not made a determination by 
February 28, the commission shall make those determinations. . . .  
 

(11) Nothing in this act shall prevent the commission from determining a generation 
capacity charge under the reliability assurance agreement, rate schedule FERC No. 44 
of the independent system operator known as PJM Interconnection, LLC, as approved 
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in docket no. ER10-2710 or similar 
successor tariff. 
 
(12) As used in this section: 

 
(a) “Appropriate independent system operator” means the Midcontinent 
Independent System Operator. . . . 
 
(c) “Electric provider” means any of the following: 
(i) Any person or entity that is regulated by the commission for the purpose of 
selling electricity to retail customers in this state. 
(ii) A municipally owned electric utility in this state. 
(iii) A cooperative electric utility in this state. 
(iv) An alternative electric supplier licensed under section 10a. 
 
(d) “Local clearing requirement” means the amount of capacity resources required 
to be in the local resource zone in which the electric provider's demand is served to 
ensure reliability in that zone as determined by the appropriate independent system 
operator for the local resource zone in which the electric provider's demand is 
served and by the commission under subsection (8). 
 
(e) “Planning reserve margin requirement” means the amount of capacity equal to 
the forecasted coincident peak demand that occurs when the appropriate 
independent system operator footprint peak demand occurs plus a reserve margin 
that meets an acceptable loss of load expectation as set by the commission or the 
appropriate independent system operator under subsection (8). . . .  
 
(h) “State reliability mechanism” means a plan adopted by the commission in the 
absence of a prevailing state compensation mechanism to ensure reliability of the 
electric grid in this state consistent with subsection (8). 

 
 Case Nos. U-18239, U-18248, U-18253, U-18254, and U-18258 are dockets in which the 

Commission will determine the capacity charge, if any, associated with choice load affected by 

Section 6w by December 1, 2017.  Whether any capacity charge is actually imposed will be 
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determined after February 9, 2018, when AESs make their capacity demonstrations.  The 

definitions of LCR and PRMR in Section 6w(12) explicitly acknowledge the role of the 

Commission in setting the LCR and PRMR under subsection (8) for purposes of Section 6w.  

Thus, in the June 15 order, pp. 10-11, the Commission directed the Staff and stakeholders to 

explore and attempt to define an allocation methodology for a locational requirement in the 

remaining technical conferences.  The Commission suggested consideration of two possible 

approaches – one being to phase-in requirements over time, and another based on identifying the 

incremental capacity needed in the Zone in order to meet the PRMR and LCR over a longer term.   

3. The Staff Report 

A. Areas of Apparent Agreement 

 The Staff begins by describing the areas where consensus among the stakeholders appeared to 

have been reached, as follows: 

1. In the fall of 2017, one shared docket should be opened for all LSEs to file initial 
capacity demonstrations for planning years 2018 through 2022. 

a. Once the LESs have filed demonstrations, Staff will review and issue 
recommendations to the Commission and the Commission will decide if the initial 
demonstration is sufficient. 
b. Prior to filing demonstrations, LSEs would like an informal “pre-filing window” 
where they may informally consult with Staff on whether they need to submit 
additional support. 
 

2. The Planning Reserve Margin Requirement (PRMR) and Local Clearing Requirement 
(LCR) shall be based on data from MISO’s Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) report and 
determined using interpolation/extrapolation where necessary. 

a. There should be a short comment period after Staff files the PRMR and LCR report 
in the docket. 
b. Parties would like an educational meeting with Staff regarding the PRMR and LCR 
determinations, with the ability to ask Staff questions about the determination. 
 

3. The statute sets a four year forward obligation. 
 
4. Possible area of consensus: 20+ year municipal contracts that were entered into prior to 
the development of MISO local resource zones (LRZs) should be grandfathered in towards 
meeting any locational requirement that may be adopted.  Michigan South Central Power 
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Agency has 30.5 MW of such contracts.  (Cannelton Hydro – 2007 bought into for 40-year 
life of plant, 5.6 MW; Smithland – 2007 bought into for 40-year life of plant, 4.9 MW; 
Prairie State – 2007 bought into for 40-year life of plant, 12 MW; Menomonee [sic] – LRZ 
2 Hydro 20-year power purchase agreement, 4.4 MW; Oconto Falls – LRZ 2 Hydro 2-year 
power purchase agreement, 3.6 MW.) 

a. DTE supported this concept during the technical conference. 
b. Consumers Energy’s written position statement provides a statement of non-
objection to this concept. 
 

5. What does a LSE have to show in the capacity demonstration for new generation? 
a. Case-by-case determination. 
b. Completed MISO Generation Interconnection Agreement or Certificate of 
Necessity is not necessary. 
c. Four years out, at a minimum, an officer affidavit plus an additional evidence of 
intent, such as hiring an engineering study, etc. 
d. Two years out the LSE would have to make a more substantial showing of 
progress, such as participating in the MISO generator interconnection queue, request 
for proposal process, or similar forward-moving demonstration. 
e. If Staff is not satisfied with a 2-year-out demonstration, Staff should request that a 
show cause contested case be initiated. 
f. If the project fails to materialize, but the LSE can replace the project with a power 
purchase agreement or other resource that would have initially qualified, there should 
be no consequences for failing to do the project. 
 

6. Unforeseen shortages that arise in the interim years, after a satisfactory demonstration 
had been made four years forward, will be handled through the PRA [auction] without 
consequence. 
 
7. Demand Response resources meeting MISO capacity requirements would qualify 
towards meeting the four-year forward capacity demonstration. 
 

Report, pp. 3-4.  In light of the consensus areas, the Staff proposes a capacity demonstration 

process timeline reflecting actions and filings needed in the September 2017 to March 2019 
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timeframe, as follows:  

 

Report, p. 5.  The Staff recommends that the Commission issue an order opening a single docket in 

the fall of 2017 for the filing of the initial capacity demonstrations for planning years 2018/2019 

through 2021/2022.  The Staff indicates that the stakeholders agreed to use data from the most 

recent MISO LOLE study, using interpolation and extrapolation methods when appropriate, and 

recommends use of those methods to determine the PRMR and LRR for each Zone in Michigan, 

applying the most recently published capacity import limit as follows:   

Staff recommends calculating the LCR as the LRR minus CIL.  Staff acknowledges that 
applying this calculation to the data in the 2017 MISO LOLE Study, the resulting LCR for 
LRZ 7 does not precisely match the LCR for LRZ 7 that MISO reported as part of the 
auction in 2017.  Staff stresses that the need to communicate obligations in a timely fashion 
that have been determined in a transparent repeatable manner far outweighs the need for 
absolute precision.  Based upon the most recently published LOLE study by MISO, Staff 
proposes the following data be utilized for capacity obligations for the initial capacity 
demonstration for planning years 2018/19 through 2021/22. 
 

Capacity Demonstration Process

Capacity Demonstration 
Docket Opened - 
Includes capacity 

obligations for initial 
demonstration

Utilities file capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

AESs, Cooperatives, 
Municipalities file 

capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

Commission Staff 
issues memo 

regarding sufficiency 
of capacity 

demonstrations in 
docket

Commission Order on 
capacity 

demonstration, 
possibly opening new 
contested case(s) to 
impose SRM charges

September 2017 December 1, 2017 February 9, 2018 February 23, 2018 March, 2018

Commission issues 
orders in any cases to 

assign AES capacity 
obligations to utilities 

and impose SRM 
charges; Commission 
also opens docket for 

2022/23 demonstration

Commission Staff issues 
memo in docket with 

updated capacity 
obligations based upon 
latest MISO LOLE report

Utilities file capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

AESs, Cooperatives, 
Municipalities file 

capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

Commission Staff 
issues memo 

regarding sufficiency 
of capacity 

demonstrations in 
docket

Commission Order on 
capacity 

demonstration, 
possibly opening new 
contested case(s) to 
impose SRM charges

September 1, 2018* November 1, 2018 December 1, 2018 February 11, 2019 February 25, 2019 March, 2019

* process would repeat annually
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Report, pp. 5-6 (notes omitted).  The Staff recommends including five years of projected load and 

resources (as has been requested in recent capacity investigations), and use of the same forms for 

reporting purposes as were used in the capacity investigation part of this docket. 

 For the initial four planning years (which are treated as a single time period by the Staff for 

purposes of the capacity obligations under Section 6w), and for every fourth planning year 

thereafter, the Staff recommends the following minimum guidelines for making demonstrations: 

Existing generation (owned)  
 
Staff recommends that the minimum acceptable support for existing generation that is 
included in a capacity demonstration include: 1) an affidavit from an officer of the 
company claiming ownership of the unit(s), including a commitment of the unit(s) to the 
LSE four years forward, 2) a copy of the existing [Zonal Resource Credit] ZRC 
qualification of the unit(s) from the MISO Module E Capacity Tracking Tool, and 3) if 
there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be 
provided.  
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Existing demand response or energy efficiency resources (that have not been netted 
against load)  
 
Staff recommends that the minimum acceptable support for existing demand response 
resources or energy efficiency resources that have not already been netted against load 
include: 1) an affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the resource(s), including 
a commitment to maintain at least that same level of resources four years forward, 2) a 
copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the resource(s) from the MISO Module E 
Capacity Tracking Tool, and 3) if there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated 
with the resources, copies should be provided.  
 
New or upgraded generation (owned)  
 
Staff recommends that the minimum acceptable support for proposed new generation 
include: 1) an affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the detailed plans for the 
new generation including milestones such as planned in-service date, expected regulatory 
approval date(s), planned date to enter the MISO generator interconnection queue, 
expected date for MISO generator interconnection agreement, construction timeline, etc., 
and 2) documentation supporting the expected ZRC qualification from MISO for the new 
unit(s), and 3) if there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, 
copies should be provided.  For new generation submitted as part of a capacity 
demonstration, Staff recommends that all of the above data be updated and submitted on an 
annual basis with each subsequent capacity demonstration until the unit(s) are in service.  
 
New demand response or energy efficiency resources (that have not been netted 
against load)  
 
Staff recommends that the minimum acceptable support for new demand response 
resources or energy efficiency resources that have not already been netted against load 
included in a capacity demonstration include: 1) an affidavit from an officer of the 
company outlining the plans for the resource(s), including a commitment to achieve and/or 
maintain at least that same level of resources four years forward, and 2) specific plans to 
have the resource(s) qualified by the independent system operator, and 3) if there are retail 
tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be provided.  For 
new demand response or energy efficiency resources submitted as part of a capacity 
demonstration, Staff recommends that all of the above data be updated and submitted on an 
annual basis with each subsequent capacity demonstration until the resource(s) are in 
service.  Final qualification/approval from the independent system operator should be 
submitted in a subsequent demonstration.  
 
Existing generation (capacity contract)  
 
Staff recommends that the minimum acceptable support for capacity contracts with 
existing generation include: 1) an affidavit from an officer of the company including a 
copy of the contract that specifies the unit(s) or pool of generation that is the source of the 
contract, including the location of the unit(s) or pool.  The affidavit should include a 



Page 19 
U-18197 

commitment to maintain the contracted amount four years forward regardless of any early 
out clauses in the contract, and 2) a copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the unit(s) or 
pool from the MISO Module E Capacity Tracking Tool that the LSE obtains from the asset 
owner and includes with the demonstration filing.  
 
Forward ZRC contracts  
 
Staff recommends that the minimum acceptable support for forward ZRC contracts include 
an affidavit from an officer of the company including a copy of the contract that specifies 
the zonal location of the ZRCs.  The affidavit should include a commitment to maintain the 
contracted amount four years forward regardless of any early out clauses in the contract.  A 
forward ZRC contract that does not specify the zonal location of the ZRCs will be deemed 
insufficient towards meeting any portion of a locational requirement, unless the LSE 
provides other alternative support for the location of the ZRCs. 
 

Report, pp. 7-8.  With respect to utilization of the MISO auction, the Staff opines that a plan to 

purchase ZRCs in the auction four years in the future does not constitute a demonstration that the 

electric provider can meet its capacity obligations.  The Staff interprets Section 6w to require that 

sufficient resources are offered by electric providers in the auction, and not to simply allow 

electric providers to wait and see if enough ZRCs are offered to meet reliability requirements.  

Thus, the Staff recommends that the Commission find that the statutory obligation to “own or 

contract” resources does not include a plan to purchase from the auction in a future year.  The 

Staff suggests that the auction continue to be viewed as a clearing mechanism for electric 

providers when load variations occur, such that an electric provider can make an auction purchase 

without fear of penalty when necessary due to exigencies, but the auction cannot be the basis for a 

complete demonstration.   

 The Staff recommends that other types of documentation submitted in support of a 

demonstration be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  Commercially sensitive documentation 

would continue to be treated confidentially, as it has been in past capacity investigations. 

 The Staff recommends that it be directed to file a memo in the capacity demonstration docket 

two weeks after the final demonstrations are filed outlining its findings.  A contested case docket, 
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in the form of an order to show cause (show cause), would be opened for any electric provider that 

has not made a satisfactory demonstration as soon as practicable after the memo is filed, and the 

case should be completed within six months from the date of opening.  The Staff acknowledges 

that, for the 2018 planning year, this process will not allow any utility to assume capacity 

obligations in time for the 2018 MISO auction.  However, in future years, “Staff opines that 

decisions from the Commission by September 1 regarding any capacity obligations being 

transferred to the utility should provide the utility with sufficient time to make arrangements 

before its next capacity demonstration on December 1, as well as provide a meaningful amount of 

time for parties to address the issues in the contested case and develop a record for the 

Commission’s decision.”  Report, p. 10.   

 The Staff indicates that it is looking into the development of a Michigan Capacity Tracking 

Tool, which could provide a process for trading capacity four years forward, but notes that it 

would not be useful if generators do not participate.  The Staff states that it will continue to work 

with stakeholders to determine whether a capacity tracking tool would be worthwhile.    

B. Areas of Apparent Disagreement 

The Staff described areas of disagreement as follows: 

1. Capacity Demonstration Process  
a. Contested cases with full transparency versus non-contested confidential capacity 
demonstration filings.  
b. The process and timing for the determination from the Commission regarding the 
AES demonstrations, particularly for the 2018/19 planning year.  
 

2. Whether forward contracts for Zonal Resource Credits (ZRCs) that are not tied to 
specific planning resources should meet the requirements for a successful capacity 
demonstration.  
 
3. Locational Requirement  

a. Whether a LCR should be applicable to individual LSEs or not.  
b. If applicable to individual LSEs, the methodology and amount.  
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Report, p. 4.  Much of the disagreement concerned the locational requirement. 

 In the June 15 order, the Commission proposed two distinct approaches for implementation of 

a locational requirement.  In the Report, the Staff fleshes out the two approaches and discusses 

their advantages and disadvantages, without recommending one over the other, noting its 

opposition to the requirement.  See, June 15 order, p. 9.  The Staff states that “the vast majority of 

local generation is either owned by or contracted to the rate-regulated utilities,” who have little 

incentive to sell this capacity to other electric providers.  Report, p. 13, n. 6.  

 With respect to the phased-in approach, the Staff begins by positing that any locational 

requirement imposed in the near term should be attainable.  Thus, the Staff recommends an LCR 

of 0.0% for the two 2018-2020 planning years, 10.0% for the two 2020-2022 planning years, and 

more significant annual increases thereafter, reaching 94.7% for the 2025/2026 planning year 

(which would be subject to demonstration in 2022).  Report, p. 13.  “Staff notes that 94.7% is the 

current pro-rata share of the LCR requirement for MISO Zone 7 based upon the data in the most 

recent auction results.  This value can and likely will change over time, consistent with changes in 

generator performance and transmission topography.  Staff’s proposal is that the steady state value 

of locational requirements should equal the most current pro-rata share, defined as LCR/PRMR 

and calculated utilizing the data in the most recent MISO LOLE Study Report.”  Id.  The Staff also 

offers limits on the amount of the PRMR that can be met through the auction for purposes of the 

Section 6w capacity obligations, beginning at 100% in planning year 2018/2019, and decreasing to 

5.3% by planning year 2022/2023.  The Staff expresses concerns about the rate-regulated utilities’ 

market power in the short term, and the need to avoid overbuilding in the longer term in the event 

that load forecasts decrease.  The Staff’s phased-in proposal would eventually result in imposing a 
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minimum locational requirement on each electric provider of approximately 80% of capacity 

requirements sourced from within the zone.   

 The Staff describes the main advantage of this approach as being the contribution to reliability 

requirements.  As for disadvantages, the Staff lists the significant additional burden on AESs, and 

“the eventual 80+% locational requirement could lead to up to an estimated 5% increase in 

planning reserves in Michigan that would be over and above the minimum reliability requirements 

at additional costs to Michigan customers.”  Report, p. 15.   

 The Staff then turns to a discussion on how to calculate the incremental capacity approach, 

which would begin with an annual review of each zone’s ability to meet its LCR five years into the 

future.  Based on retirements and other data, the Staff would determine any projected shortfall 

with respect to the LCR five years forward, which would be taken into consideration in the Staff’s 

memo.  The Staff proposes that the Commission could allow comments on the proposed shortfall 

before determining a final zonal LCR shortfall value annually, which would be shared by all 

electric providers in the zone on a pro rata basis and be applicable for the capacity demonstrations 

due in December and February.   

 The Staff proposes that the LCR for the initial capacity demonstration be zero.  The LCR 

would remain at zero for the first four planning years, and then to-be-determined thereafter.  The 

Staff opines that no incremental capacity would be required at least up to planning year 

2021/2022, so the LCR would be 0.0% during that time, and becomes each electric provider’s pro 

rata share of 1,000 megawatts (MW), increasing to 1,500 MW in planning year 2025/2026.  Over 

time, “the locational requirement would eventually reach a full pro rata share of the LCR for all 

LSEs.”  Report, p. 16.  The Staff states that the locational requirement under the incremental 

approach would likely be lower than it would be under the phased-in approach, and cites the 
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advantages of the former as requiring all electric providers to contribute towards new resources, 

and as benefiting ratepayers by ensuring that they do not bear any additional economic burden as a 

result of over-compliance and underutilization of imports.  The Staff posits that rate-regulated 

utilities do not have a forward planning strategy that maximizes the capacity imports that are 

available to them, because they earn a return of and on local investments.  Disadvantages of the 

incremental approach include the opportunity to game the system, and the lengthy time period 

until the full pro rata share of the requirement is imposed.     

C. Capacity Demonstrations and the PJM Interconnection, LLC Footprint 

 The Staff notes that, unlike MISO, PJM has a mandatory forward capacity market for electric 

providers.  The Staff recommends that the timing of PJM electric providers’ capacity 

demonstrations be adjusted to allow them to file their demonstrations after the completion of 

PJM’s Reliability Pricing Model Base Residual Auction (RPMBRA).   

4. Comments on the Report 

 The MMG generally supports the areas of consensus described by the Staff.  However, the 

MMG states that the Commission should recognize, with respect to the affidavit requirements, that 

circumstances change over time and contracts may be revised or terminated within a four year 

period, which makes it difficult to promise not to modify a contract.  The MMG suggests inclusion 

of a provision prohibiting an electric provider from modifying or ending an existing contract 

without procuring a replacement resource.  The MMG also questions whether copies of supply 

contracts should be required, because the Staff has the ability to request additional information at 

any time.   

 The MMG states that no locational requirement should be imposed until there is a projected 

shortfall, and that it supports the incremental approach.  It adds that the Commission should 
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consider the higher risk imposed on utilities with highly concentrated loads made up of one or only 

a few customers, due to the unique load forecasting required.  The MMG supports the 

recommendation to adjust the timing of the PJM electric providers’ filings.  Finally, the MMG 

points out that Section 6w(9) limits challenges to the demonstrations of municipally-owned 

utilities to the Attorney General or customers.   

 Consumers states that the Staff captured the areas of consensus, and that the company agrees 

with the Staff’s proposed calculation of the LCR and description of the minimum acceptable 

support for various kinds of capacity resources.  Consumers expresses concern over the timeline.  

In particular, with the Staff’s memo filed in February, the show causes opened in March, and the 

final order coming in September, a utility that ends up with some amount of AES capacity load 

will not be able to use the auction in 2018 because it will not know how much choice load to 

cover.  Consumers posits that the Staff’s timeline does not align with the statute, or with the 

practical realities of planning.  Consumers objects to a solution that would allow deficient AESs to 

purchase capacity for the 2018/2019 planning year through the auction, stating that this is simply 

the status quo and allows “AESs to be deficient if they believe they can gain an advantage by 

simply buying auction capacity for an additional year.”  Consumers’ comments, p. 3.  Consumers 

also states that it is unclear when the charge would begin, and argues that capacity should have to 

be provided at the commencement of the planning year.   

 Consumers contends that all providers’ resource adequacy filings should be available for 

review by utilities and other interested parties subject to a protective order, and all retail electric 

providers should be treated similarly with respect to confidentiality.   

 Consumers expresses a preference for the phased-in locational requirement.  Consumers 

argues that no provider should be considered to have demonstrated sufficient capacity if it only has 



Page 25 
U-18197 

enough to meet 85% of its PRMR four years ahead.  Consumers maintains that the 15% gap 

unreasonably risks grid reliability.10   

 In its reply comments, Consumers disagrees with Energy Michigan’s assertion that there 

should be no limit on the ability of AESs to use the auction for demonstration purposes, because 

the auction provides no forward assurance that capacity will be available.  In response to CNE, 

Consumers argues that all electric providers should be treated equally with respect to the ability to 

rely on the auction, and that 5% is an appropriate level for addressing changing circumstances.  

Consumers also posits that capacity needs to be tied to a specific resource.  Finally, Consumers 

objects to confidentiality provisions that would preclude review of the information subject to a 

protective order.   

 MISO commends the Commission’s proactive approach to the issues arising from Section 6w.  

MISO provides a description of its own requirements, and indicates its agreement with the Staff’s 

proposed interpolation/extrapolation method.  In its reply comments, MISO emphasizes that its 

resource adequacy processes are complementary to state reliability mechanisms.   

 GRACC comments that a locational requirement violates Act 341, noting that such a 

requirement was included in the Senate-passed version of the bill and was eventually replaced with 

compromise language allowing the use of any resource that MISO allows without reference to a 

locational requirement.  If required, GRACC prefers the incremental approach.   

                                                 
10 Consumers also asserts that it has, historically, built and acquired generation in order to 

serve bundled and choice load.  Consumers’ annual filings in the Commission’s reliability 
investigations appear to contradict this assertion.  See, e.g., Consumers’ Exhibit 3 in its responsive 
filings in Case Nos. U-18197 and U-17992.  According to the Staff’s assessment, Consumers 
appears to have begun subtracting choice load for capacity planning purposes at least as far back 
as 2006.      
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 MCC expresses concern about the legality of a locational requirement, and opines that the 

Commission may be entering into matters of federal jurisdiction.  If required, MCC prefers the 

incremental approach.  In its reply, MCC indicates that it agrees with the comments of GRACC 

and Energy Michigan regarding the locational requirement.  

 ABATE supports the Staff’s proposed resource demonstration guidelines, but suggests that the 

calculation of zonal LCR should include the subtraction of non-pseudo tied exports (which, 

ABATE argues, may appear in Zones 2 or 7 someday).  ABATE suggests that the zonal capacity 

import limit be drawn from the most recent MISO LOLE study using interpolation/extrapolation 

as necessary to estimate the zonal capacity import limit values for the planning year in issue.  

ABATE also expresses the following concerns: 

ABATE also has concerns with respect to Staff’s proposed requirement that new 
demand response or energy efficiency resources include in an affidavit “a 
commitment to achieve and/or maintain at least the same level of resources four 
years forward.”  (Staff R&R at 8.) First, Staff has not applied this requirement to 
new or upgraded generation.  (Id. at 7.) Second, the requirement makes no sense 
since there is nothing to maintain at the same level since the new demand response 
or energy efficiency is not currently being provided and will only be provided for 
the first time beginning four years forward.  For these reasons, we recommend the 
Commission delete the words “including a commitment to achieve and/or maintain 
at least the same level of resources four years forward” from the affidavit 
requirement for new demand response or energy efficiency resources.  
 

ABATE’s comments, p. 4.  ABATE agrees that the annual calculation of the PRMR and LCR 

should be subject to comment, and suggests the comments be supported by an affidavit.  ABATE 

opposes the locational requirement, but prefers the incremental approach if required.   

 DTE Electric comments that the LCR proposals put forward by the Staff are inadequate.  It 

also expresses concern that the proposed timeline will leave utilities with insufficient time to plan, 

stating “utilities should not be subject to penalties associated with insufficient capacity 

procurement in the initial years.”  DTE Electric’s comments, p. 4 (note omitted).  The company 
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states that the Commission should issue a final order in a show cause by May 23, 2018, 

authorizing the relevant utility to bill AES customers the appropriate charge beginning June 1, 

2018; or, alternatively, authorize some charge that would be subject to a refund.  DTE Electric 

comments that, for new generation resources, an officer affidavit alone is not sufficient for 

demonstration purposes, and additional evidence such as a permit application should be supplied.  

In its reply comments, DTE Electric indicates its agreement with the Staff that a plan to purchase 

ZRCs in the auction does not constitute a sufficient demonstration, and asserts that it is critical that 

demonstrations are backed by specific, physical units intended as resources, because MISO’s 

resource adequacy construct does not ensure adequacy in states with retail competition.   

 Energy Michigan comments that neither federal nor state law authorize the Commission to 

“exceed its state or wholesale jurisdictional authority in setting either a LCR or a locational 

requirement applicable to individual electric providers,” and states that Section 6w(6) prohibits the 

Commission from imposing a load-ratio share requirement of the LCR on AESs.  Energy 

Michigan’s comments, p. 3.  Energy Michigan notes that a locational requirement was contained 

in earlier drafts of Senate Bill 437 but was later removed, signaling the legislative intent.  Energy 

Michigan claims that any restriction on an AES’s use of the MISO market to meet capacity 

obligations violates federal law, and that no such power has been delegated by FERC or MISO to 

the Commission. 

 Energy Michigan supports the Staff’s proposal to use a format similar to the traditional annual 

investigations, but disagrees that it should cover five years, suggesting four years instead.  Energy 

Michigan also objects to any requirement that forward ZRC contracts must specify the zonal 

locations of the ZRCs, and to any restriction on the use of the auction by AESs, noting that utilities 

have stated that they intend to use the auction for short-term purchases.  If a locational requirement 
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is set, Energy Michigan prefers the incremental approach.  In its reply comments, Energy 

Michigan indicates that it agrees with the comments of ABATE, MMG, and CNE regarding the 

affidavit supporting demand response and other resources, and supports the Staff’s 

recommendation to continue the confidentiality measures in use with the current reporting forms.  

Energy Michigan indicates that it agrees with Wolverine that electric providers (and not 

customers) are responsible for capacity demonstrations and SRM payments, and customers should 

not pay a direct SRM charge.   

 Wolverine generally supports the Staff’s proposals, but opposes any locational requirement, 

and any charge being placed directly on choice customers.  Wolverine comments that a locational 

requirement will result in applying a charge when excess capacity exists.  Wolverine encourages 

the Commission to establish the ability to use inter-peninsula transmission.   

 Representative Gary Glenn, 98th District, Michigan House of Representatives, comments that 

the Commission has no legal authority to impose a locational requirement under Act 341, and 

points to the comments filed by the Staff on May 26, 2017, in this docket opposing a locational 

requirement.  Rep. Glenn posits that the requirement conflicts with the federally approved tariff of 

the regional electric grid operator and will cost Michigan schools and businesses hundreds of 

millions of dollars.  Rep. Glenn states that a locational requirement will potentially end the choice 

program and re-monopolize Michigan electricity to the benefit of the incumbent utilities.   

 CNE supports the Staff’s proposed timeline and most of the guidelines for the resource 

demonstrations, as well as the contested case process.  CNE agrees with the five year requirement 

and the use of the existing forms.  CNE proposes that the Commission use the data to determine a 

self-supply threshold for each AES for the applicable year, and proposes that electric providers be 
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allowed to plan to procure greater than 5% of their planned resources from the auction.  CNE 

asserts that this will accommodate load changes that occur. 

 CNE suggests that, with respect to demand response (DR), the Commission recognizes that it 

is unlikely that customers will be willing to make a contractual DR commitment four years in 

advance, making it difficult for a corporate officer to sign an affidavit to that effect.  CNE 

recommends that electric providers be allowed to update their capacity demonstrations annually to 

add DR resources, which is consistent with current contracting customs.  CNE also suggests that 

the Commission recognize wholesale contracting customs in MISO with respect to forward 

contracts for delivery of ZRCs, which may not identify a specific resource.  CNE comments that 

electric providers should be permitted to plan to meet up to 10% of their capacity demonstrations 

using ZRCs secured in the auction.  CNE supports the Staff’s recommendation that information 

continue to be submitted confidentially, under seal.   

 CNE opposes any locational requirement, arguing that “If Act 341 imposes a local resource 

requirement, then the law may be determined to conflict with federal wholesale power regulations 

providing suppliers with the ability to participate in the auction and acquire any ZRCs. It also 

could be viewed to unfairly erect a barrier to out-of-state resource participation in violation of the 

dormant Interstate Commerce Clause.”  CNE’s comments, p. 14.  If required, CNE prefers the 

incremental approach.  In its reply comments, CNE emphasizes that electric providers should be 

allowed to update their demonstrations on an annual basis to reflect new DR resources, and urges 

the Commission to retain the confidentiality measures in place for past reliability investigations.

 In its comments, USSC argues that a locational requirement would unnecessarily limit the 

amount of capacity that could be imported into Michigan, and would force choice customers to 

pay the utility’s embedded capacity costs.  
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5. The Commission’s Determination of Process and Capacity Obligations Under Section 6w 

A. The Planning Reserve Margin Requirement 

 As discussed above, each year, MISO establishes the PRMR.  Through its stakeholder process, 

MISO determines the appropriate planning reserve margin for the applicable planning year based 

on a probabilistic analysis of the MISO region’s ability to reliably serve its coincident peak 

demand for that planning year.  The planning reserve margin is calculated to meet the reliability 

standard for the region.  Applying the incremental planning reserve margin to the coincident peak 

demand for a particular electric provider yields its PRMR, or the total amount of capacity 

resources that are required to reliably serve the provider’s projected peak demand.   

 Under Section 6w, the Commission is required to establish a forward planning reserve margin 

requirement.  MCL 460.6w(8)(c) requires the Commission to request technical assistance from the 

ISO in determining the PRMR applied under Section 6w, and, where necessary, set the PRMR, 

consistent with federal requirements, to be applied under Section 6w.  MCL 460.6w(12)(e) defines 

PRMR for purposes of Section 6w as the amount “as set by the commission or the appropriate 

[ISO] under subsection (8).”11  Technical assistance from MISO has already been requested and 

rendered.  The Commission accepts the PRMR as set by MISO for the prompt year, but must set 

its own for the three additional planning years addressed by Section 6w, because MISO does not.  

This approach is the fundamental improvement to reliability resulting from Section 6w and is 

consistent with the federal requirements.   

                                                 
       11 The Commission notes that there is language in MISO Module E-1 (Sections 68A and 69A 
of the MISO Tariff) that addresses the ability of a state regulatory body to establish a PRMR 
different from MISO’s.  The Commission finds that Section 6w is not referring to this language, 
and that the PRMR set by MISO for each prompt year is the PRMR that applies in Michigan.   
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 The Commission adopts the Staff’s proposed calculation of the PRMR, which appears on p. 2 

of Attachment A.  This calculation method comports with MISO processes, and does not appear to 

have been the subject of much contention in the conferences or comments.  By December 15, 

2017, each electric distribution company must provide to MISO the peak load contribution for 

each AES in its service territory, which reflects each AES’s share of responsibility for serving load 

on MISO’s peak day.  By January 15, 2018, each AES must have reviewed its peak load 

contribution and must notify MISO if revisions are necessary, or confirm to MISO that it is 

responsible for its assigned load.  At that point, each AES’s capacity responsibility under MISO’s 

construct will be set for the planning year that begins on June 1, 2018, and the Commission will 

adopt MISO’s determinations.  Thus, the Staff’s calculation relies on the aggregate peak load 

contribution of the relevant electric provider in 2018.   

 For planning years 2019-2021, the electric provider’s capacity obligation shall be equal to its 

2018 peak demand plus the planning reserve margin projection for the applicable year, as specified 

by MISO in its LOLE Study Report for the applicable year, or as interpolated and tabulated in 

Attachment A.  The Commission understands that there is significant complexity and uncertainty 

surrounding the determination of peak load contribution for electric providers, and that electric 

providers have until January 15 to dispute their assignment with MISO.  That said, the 

Commission will ultimately adopt the peak load contributions as determined on January 15 in the 

existing MISO process.   

 Due to fluctuations in customer demand and availability of resources that may occur over the 

four-year period, the Commission is also allowing electric providers to plan on up to 5% of their 

portfolio to be acquired through MISO’s annual capacity auction.  Based on MISO data, this is 

consistent with the historical use of the MISO auction in Michigan at the aggregate level (some 



Page 32 
U-18197 

individual providers may use the auction more or less).12  Any excess or deficiency in supplies in 

real time can be bought or sold in this annual auction as well, just as it is done today.  As such, the 

Commission has determined that the capacity demonstrations made by the electric providers in this 

matter will be subject to the following requirements for owned or contracted resources sourced 

outside of the auction: 

Planning Year 2018/
19 

2019/
20 

2020/
21 

2021/
22 

2022/
23 

2023/
24 

2024/
25 

2025/
26 

2026/
27 

Non-auction 
Purchases (%) 

NA  95% 95% 95% TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 

 

The first planning year is a transitional year, and the Commission finds that electric providers will 

need the maximum amount of flexibility in light of the compressed timeline that Section 6w 

presents and the direct overlap with the MISO requirements; thus, electric providers can use the 

auction for 100% of the demonstration if necessary.  Defaulting to the MISO requirements in the 

first year is also the best way to ensure consistency with the MISO tariff.   

 After the first planning year, the nature of the locational requirement will have been 

determined in a separate proceeding (discussed below), and the Commission and electric providers 

will have one year of experience under their belts.  The Commission rejects commenters’ proposal 

to allow more than 5% of auction-based resources in the out years, because anything more than 

5% could create a situation where the determination comes too late for the affected utility to plan 

to meet the incremental capacity obligation.  The Commission will evaluate, as part of a contested 

case process, the percentage of non-auction purchases applicable for planning years 2022 and 

beyond in order to make refinements if needed based on the impact of energy waste reduction 

initiatives or other considerations.  

                                                 
       12 https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Pages/ManagedFileSet.aspx?SetId=2054   

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Pages/ManagedFileSet.aspx?SetId=2054
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 It is essential to note that the Commission is in no way restricting access to the auction.  

Electric providers are neither relieved from nor restricted from fully participating in the MISO 

auction.  The Commission also recognizes the risk that the overall capacity position of a particular 

electric provider may change (either through load variability, or the UCAP capacity rating of 

generation resources, or other unforeseen circumstances) between the time that they make their 

capacity demonstration and the time in which the load and resources are cleared in the MISO 

auction.  The Commission supports the continued use of the MISO auction as a clearing 

mechanism, in which any variation in load requirements, generator capacity ratings, or other 

unforeseen circumstances can be rectified.  Subsequent to an electric provider making a capacity 

demonstration that satisfies all requirements put forth by the Commission, any and all variation 

realized in an interim year may be handled through ZRC purchases or sales in the auction.   

 Once the Commission has determined that the capacity demonstration made by an electric 

provider is sufficient, it shall not be re-litigated or “trued-up” in the interim years.  If, subsequent 

to its initial satisfactory capacity demonstration, an electric provider experiences an unforeseen 

significant outage at one of its generation assets, or has an unforeseen variation in its total load 

obligations, these matters will be settled in the auction without penalty.  The Commission finds 

that an electric provider’s initial capacity demonstration will not be re-examined to reconcile 

projected interim year load obligations or generating resource capacity ratings with actual values 

that are experienced in that interim year.  The Commission recognizes that all of these 

determinations depend on projections, and finds that giving finality to the process will benefit all 

parties by creating certainty that demonstrations will not be subject to retroactive reviews.   
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B. The Legal Underpinnings of the Forward Locational Requirement 

 By far the most contentious issue, in both the development of Section 6w through the 

legislative process and during the collaborative proceeding to establish a capacity demonstration 

process, has to do with establishment of a forward locational requirement for generation resources 

used to meet capacity obligations to enhance reliability in Michigan.  

 As discussed above, MISO establishes a locational requirement each year, known as the LCR, 

which recognizes the necessity for a certain amount of the capacity resources needed to meet 

PRMR to be located within a specific geographic area.  The LCR can be expressed as a percentage 

of the overall PRMR.  In the Lower Peninsula (MISO Zone 7), for the 2017/18 planning year, the 

LCR is 94.7% of PRMR.  This means that 94.7% of the capacity resources that Zone 7 needs to be 

able to reliably serve electric customers have to come from within Zone 7.  This is relatively high 

compared to other zones in the MISO footprint, as shown:  

 

Zone 7’s LCR is higher than other areas in MISO due to a number of factors, including the age and 

reliability of resources within the zone, the geographic nature of the zone (a peninsular state with 

limited interconnection), and the amount of available transmission import capacity.  It is important 

for the Commission to be cognizant of these factors when setting capacity obligations under 

Section 6w, both to ensure that its decisions do not hinder the reliability of Michigan’s electric 

grid, as well as to take into consideration the potential financial consequences associated with not 

meeting the MISO LCR.  As envisioned by Section 6w, it is also important to ensure the state’s 

capacity obligations are consistent with and complementary to MISO’s tariff to avoid or minimize 

any impact on MISO’s auction process.   

Local Resource Zone Z1 Z2 Z3 Z4 Z5 Z6 Z7 Z8 Z9 Z10
PRMR 18,316 13,366 9,781 9,894 8,598 18,422 22,295 8,329 20,850 4,902
LCR 15,975 11,980 7,968 5,839 5,885 13,005 21,109 6,766 17,295 4,831
LCR/PRMR (%) 87.2% 89.6% 81.5% 59.0% 68.4% 70.6% 94.7% 81.2% 82.9% 98.6%
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 Under Section 6w, the Commission is required to establish a forward local clearing 

(locational) requirement.  MCL 460.6w(8)(c) requires the Commission to request technical 

assistance from the ISO in determining the LCR applied under Section 6w, and, where necessary, 

set the LCR, consistent with federal requirements, to be applied under Section 6w.  MCL 

460.6w(12)(d) defines LCR for purposes of Section 6w as the amount as determined by the 

appropriate ISO “and by the commission under subsection (8).”  As stated, technical assistance 

from MISO has already been requested and rendered.   

 Several commenters have argued that Section 6w does not give the Commission authority to 

establish a forward locational requirement.  As the Commission found in its June 15 order, pp. 10-

11: 

As defined in Section 6w(12)(d), “local clearing requirement” means “the amount 
of capacity resources required to be in the local resource zone in which the electric 
provider’s demand is served to ensure reliability in that zone as determined by the 
appropriate independent system operator for the local resource zone in which the 
electric provider’s demand is served and by the commission under subsection (8).”  
As noted above, in requesting assistance from MISO in determining capacity 
obligations, the Commission is tasked with requesting technical assistance in 
determining this local clearing requirement.  
 
 Section 6w(8) also requires individual electric providers to demonstrate to the 
Commission that they can meet capacity obligations.  The Commission is directed 
to require each electric provider to demonstrate that it “owns or has contractual 
rights to sufficient capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set by the 
appropriate independent system operator, or commission, as applicable” four years 
into the future.  These capacity obligations necessarily include a local clearing 
requirement.  
 
 It is clear that the statute requires the Commission to create capacity obligations, 
that these capacity obligations include a locational requirement, and that the 
Commission, in setting locational capacity obligations, is allowed to require a 
demonstration by individual electric providers that the resources that they use to 
meet their capacity obligations meet a local clearing requirement.  The 
Commission acknowledges the inter-relatedness of the MISO and Section 6w 
capacity demonstration processes, but also points out that these are distinct 
activities.  These activities should be harmonized to the extent practicable, but the 
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fundamental responsibility of the Commission is to meet Michigan’s statutory 
obligations. 
 
 Thus, the Commission finds that a locational requirement is required under Section 
6w and that a locational requirement applicable to individual LSEs is allowed as 
part of the capacity obligations set forth by the Commission pursuant to Section 
6w in order to ensure all providers contribute to long-term resource adequacy in 
the state. 
 

 GRACC and Energy Michigan point to previous versions of the legislation.  The Commission 

acknowledges that previous versions of the legislation included a detailed methodology relative to 

determining the share of a forward locational requirement each provider would have to 

demonstrate.  What changed from the version passed by the Senate to the one ultimately enacted 

into law is not that a locational requirement went away entirely, but that an explicit methodology 

was removed and replaced with provisions that leave decisions on the methodology of how to 

establish the locational requirement up to the Commission.  Rather than a prescriptive requirement 

that, say, each electric provider is required to demonstrate 50% of their proportional share of an 

overall LCR, the statute gives the Commission flexibility to determine how best to establish a 

forward locational requirement and the resources that qualify to meet that requirement. 

 Several commenters also rely on Section 6w(6) to argue that a forward locational requirement 

is not authorized under the statute because providers are allowed to meet capacity obligations 

“through owned or contractual rights to any resource that the appropriate independent system 

operator allows to meet the capacity obligation of the electric provider,” which “shall not be 

applied in any way that conflicts with a federal resource adequacy tariff, when applicable.”  As 

described above, MISO annually sets both a PRMR and an LCR.  Resources used to meet the 

PRMR may be sourced from anywhere within MISO.  Resources used to meet the LCR must come 

from within the zone in question.  This means that in order to determine what resources count to 

meet MISO capacity obligations, it must be determined which MISO capacity obligation is being 
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referred to – when it is MISO’s LCR, then resources sourced from anywhere within MISO will not 

necessarily count.  The statutory language is important, because there are resources that are not 

physically located in the Zone but count toward that Zone’s LCR under current MISO rules.  

Ensuring consistency between the Section 6w obligations and MISO rules on details such as this 

was an important consideration in the legislation; these provisions as well as Section 6w’s 

requirement for the Commission to seek technical assistance from the independent system operator 

in setting the PRMR and LCR and “assessing resources to ensure that any resources will meet 

federal reliability requirements” reinforce how the legislation sought to align the federal and state 

resource adequacy mechanisms.   

 Commenters also argued that the locational requirement should not be applied to individual 

electric providers because the statute does not allow it, and the LCR in MISO applies to the Zone 

as a whole through the auction.  The Commission disagrees.  First, any entity that FRAPs under 

MISO’s process must demonstrate they have sufficient resources that are physically located in the 

local zone (or otherwise count toward the LCR) to meet their proportional share of the LCR.  

MISO’s FRAP process is akin to what is envisioned with the Section 6w capacity demonstration 

process.  Second, the Commission notes additional language in Section 6w that supports the 

conclusion that a locational requirement should be applied to an individual electric provider.  

Section 6w(8)(b) provides that: 

One or more municipally owned electric utilities may aggregate their capacity 
resources that are located in the same local resource zone to meet the requirements 
of this subdivision.  One or more cooperative electric utilities may aggregate their 
capacity resources that are located in the same local resource zone to meet the 
requirements of this subdivision.  A cooperative or municipally owned electric 
utility may meet the requirements of this subdivision through any resource, 
including a resource acquired through a capacity forward auction, that the 
appropriate independent system operator allows to qualify for meeting the local 
clearing requirement.   
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This provision allowing municipally-owned and cooperative electric utilities to aggregate their 

resources in order the meet the requirements of Section 6w(8) clearly implies that these utilities 

would otherwise be required to meet the requirements on an individual basis.  The Commission 

finds that it would be unreasonable to interpret the statute such that this obligation for individual 

compliance “for meeting the local clearing requirement” is placed solely on municipally-owned 

and cooperative utilities under Section 6w.  The Commission can find nothing in the law, and no 

rational basis, to indicate an intent to place a local clearing requirement only on non-profit utilities.  

Instead, the law is more logically understood to require that all individual utilities be treated 

similarly in terms of requirements, and that the aggregation option was intended to assist non-

profit utilities (many of which are small) to comply more easily.  Thus, this language further 

supports the Commission’s interpretation that a locational requirement is authorized and may be 

applied to individual electric providers.  It is worth emphasizing that this does not mean the 

Commission accepts the regulated utilities’ positions on this matter.  Indeed, the Commission 

reinforces a point made in its June 15 order that allocating a proportional share may not be 

equitable or reasonable, could lead to excess procurement, and would put incumbent utilities at a 

distinct advantage.   

 Many commenters also argue that if the Commission establishes a forward locational 

requirement, this will conflict with MISO’s FERC-approved tariff.  The Commission reiterates 

that MISO establishes capacity obligations for the upcoming planning year, while Section 6w 

requires that providers demonstrate they can meet their capacity obligations four years into the 

future.  By setting a forward capacity obligation, the Commission does not replace or supplant the 

MISO prompt year capacity obligation.  Rather, the Commission, pursuant to Section 6w, is 

attempting to ensure that the needs of all electric customers in the state are being planned for in 



Page 39 
U-18197 

advance.  The Commission views the forward capacity obligations it sets under Section 6w, and 

the demonstrations that will be made by providers, as being distinct from but complementary to 

MISO’s resource adequacy construct, and as providing visibility into the state’s projected resource 

adequacy farther into the future than existing processes allow.  Suppliers will still be required to 

meet capacity obligations established by MISO once the planning year in question arrives.  

 Even MISO acknowledges this in its reply comments, p. 1, stating: 

MISO’s resource adequacy processes do not preclude the Michigan PSC from 
requiring LSEs to make a forward showing of its ZRCs.  Because of the prevalence 
of bilateral contracting and cost-of-service regulation within MISO’s footprint, it is 
not uncommon for LSEs to procure ZRCs well in advance of the relevant Planning 
Year.  MISO’s Resource Adequacy Requirements do not in any way affect state 
actions over entities subject to a state’s jurisdiction.  Rather, MISO’s resource 
adequacy processes are complementary to the reliability mechanisms of the states.  
 

As MISO’s comments reflect, FERC does not claim exclusive jurisdiction in the field of resource 

adequacy.  Rather, FERC is required to ensure that all rates and charges in connection with the 

wholesale sale or transmission of electric energy are just and reasonable.  16 USC 824(b)(1); 16 

USC 824d(a); 16 USC 824e(a).  FERC has repeatedly confirmed that both FERC and the states 

have jurisdiction over resource adequacy, stating “We will defer to state and local entities’ 

decisions when possible on resource adequacy matters,” and that “as a general matter, a state or 

region may determine in the first instance the appropriate level of planning reserves by balancing 

reliability and cost considerations.”  California Independent System Operator Corp (CAISO), 119 

FERC ¶ 61,076 at P 540, p. 212 (2007); ISO New England, Inc., 121 FERC ¶ 61,125 at P 47, p. 13  

(2007) (citation omitted); see also, CAISO, 116 FERC ¶ 61,274 at P 1112, p. 305 (2006).  Clearly, 

the LCR is a central part of MISO’s tariff and FERC’s approval of that tariff.  The Commission, in 

designing any forward locational requirement, would seek to ensure that the energy providers in 

the state can meet the LCR over the long term in a cost-effective manner and avoid impacting the 
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federal resource adequacy provisions or wholesale markets.  The Commission has the discretion 

under Section 6w to establish a forward locational requirement, and doing so is not inconsistent 

with – indeed, is complementary to – the MISO tariff.  

C. The LCR and Future Contested Case 

 Notwithstanding the preceding discussion, the Commission is concerned that the collaborative 

process utilized in this proceeding did not result in information regarding either the phase-in 

approach or incremental approach sufficient to allow the Commission to make a decision on a 

forward locational requirement at this time.  The Commission believes that a full record, which 

more deeply explores issues related to establishment of a forward locational requirement and 

which is developed through a contested case process, is necessary to establish an appropriate 

allocation of the forward locational requirement.  Thus, the Commission declines to set an 

individual allocation of the forward locational requirement for the 2018/19 through 2021/22 

planning years.  Instead, the Commission is adopting the calculation methodology to set the zonal 

forward locational requirement, as proposed by the Staff, discussed in the technical conferences, 

and clarified in MISO’s August 15 comments, for the 2018/2019 through 2021/2022 planning 

years.  The Commission intends to open a new docket for the purpose of making a determination 

on the methodology to set a forward locational requirement for the 2022/2023 planning year and 

subsequent planning years, and to examine the methodology for determining the PRMR starting 

with the 2022/2023 planning year as well.  The reasons for this are several.  

 In the near term, reliability remains a concern; but the Staff observed in its June 27 memo in 

this docket that it is expected that MISO has adequate capacity over the next five planning years.  

The Commission is well aware how these projections can change abruptly and significantly based 

on load forecasts and generator availability.  Despite this uncertainty, the current supply outlook, 
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combined with the other aspects of the capacity demonstration requirements set forth in this order, 

will ensure that all electric providers are taking proactive steps to secure available capacity or 

invest in new capacity over the next four years.  This is a marked improvement over the status quo, 

which relied on “just in time” capacity through the MISO annual auction.  The Staff and others, in 

comments posted in this docket, have also stressed the potential financial risk associated with a 

local resource zone not meeting MISO’s LCR, so there are still financial incentives in place to 

source capacity locally.  

 Further, utilities have built out their electric generation systems over decades and have 

sourced nearly all of their generation resources locally, while any forward locational requirement 

that is instituted will be applicable to AESs for the first time.  It has been noted by some 

commenters that, depending on how a locational requirement is structured, there may not be 

adequate capacity in Zone 7 for AESs to meet such a requirement in the upcoming planning year.  

Providing adequate time to implement a new locational requirement is an acknowledgement of this 

reality. 

 There have been arguments made that costs are shifted to full service utility customers that 

otherwise would have been borne by AES customers – that is, if AES customers were actually 

utility customers, and were helping to offset utility embedded costs, then rates for full-service 

customers would be lower.  The Commission is not persuaded that this is the case – both 

Consumers and DTE Electric have indicated in their filings in this docket and elsewhere that while 

they have adequate resources to serve their projected full-service load, they are expressly not 

planning to serve potential choice load.  Further, both have argued that they would likely have to 

procure capacity resources from MISO’s auction to serve choice load under the SRM until new 

resources could be acquired or built over a longer term.  
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 Ultimately, the Commission wants to ensure that the electric grid is reliable and that resource 

adequacy needs are being met.  Given the realities of Michigan’s retail market structure and the 

interplay with MISO’s resource adequacy construct, as well as the potential impact any new 

locational requirement may have on customer costs, it is important for the Commission to ensure 

that appropriate standards are developed through a fair and open process.  

 Thus, allowing for more time before a forward locational requirement is implemented, and 

making decisions about how the requirement is determined through a more formal proceeding, is 

justified.  In a new docket which will be opened in the near future, the Commission will seek 

additional information to establish the methodology and mechanics for determining an allocation 

of the forward locational requirement.  For example, in potentially looking at an incremental 

requirement, the time period covered (starting and ending dates), load forecasts, how to determine 

what plant retirements to factor into the projected need, and what capacity additions should be 

considered, would all need to be determined.  Allocations among providers would also be an issue 

with any methodology.  In examining an approach where shares of a forward requirement would 

be allocated among providers, determination of projected future needs, how allocations should 

take place, and in what amounts, would all be crucial.  These are just some of the issues that will 

need to be considered in the upcoming case, and the Commission looks forward to robust 

participation from interested parties. 

D. The Capacity Demonstration Process 

 Turning to the demonstration requirements, the Commission appreciates the hard work of the 

stakeholders and especially the Staff to reach the significant amount of consensus that was 

achieved in the technical conferences.  Today, the Commission adopts much of the content of the 
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Staff’s Report, with some minor revisions, as reflected in Attachment A to this order, the Capacity 

Demonstration Process and Requirements.  

i. Timeline for Filings and the Staff’s Determinations 

 The Commission finds that the suggested timeline was supported by the stakeholders, but 

agrees with commenters that the demonstrations should cover four years rather than five, because 

Section 6w focuses on the initial four year period.  The Commission acknowledges that, in the first 

year, if any show cause proceedings are commenced and result in the imposition of an SRM 

charge beginning on or near September 1, 2018, the utility covering that load would not have been 

able to rely on the auction from the prior spring, and will see the charge commence approximately 

three months later than the earliest possible date allowed under the statute, but cannot see any 

other way to carry out the duties placed upon the Commission in a prudent and thoughtful manner, 

and in compliance with due process requirements.   

 The show cause proceedings are subject to the typical standards for intervention, and the 

Administrative Law Judge will be in charge of the schedule for each proceeding, subject to the 

need to accommodate a final order no later than September 1 of each year.  The AES that is the 

subject of the show cause proceeding would still have its obligation under the MISO tariff to 

participate in the auction on behalf of its load, because its capacity obligations would not have 

been transferred to the incumbent utility at that point in time.  Any SRM charges authorized by the 

Commission on or after September 1 may be adjusted to reflect the amount of auction purchases 

made by the AES on behalf of the load in question based on record evidence presented in the case.   

 In today’s order in Case No. U-18441, the Commission opens the docket that will be the 

repository for all of the electric providers’ filings for the initial demonstrations.  In that order, the 

Commission finds that the regulated electric utilities and AESs shall file demonstrations for the 
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first four planning years, and the cooperatives and municipally-owned utilities shall file 

demonstrations for the planning year four years out (but requests that they provide demonstrations 

for the full four years, as discussed below).  The Commission has adjusted the timeline slightly to 

require that the Staff file the memo in that docket indicating its determination on each electric 

provider’s demonstration by March 6, 2018.  The Staff is directed to prepare and file in the docket 

a table that identifies the capacity by type for each individual electric provider.  To avoid revealing 

the identity of individual electric providers, the capacity can be stated in percentages with the 

electric providers identified by number instead of name (e.g., electric provider 1’s capacity is 50% 

from owned resources, 25% under PPA, and 25% new DR).   

 The extent of the information required by the Commission underlies the decision to give the 

Staff additional time.  However, the Commission recommends that, where it is quickly obvious to 

the Staff that a show cause order is warranted, the Staff could so indicate in the docket prior to 

March 6, 2018, so that those proceedings may be commenced as soon as possible and before the 

full analysis is due.  Pursuant to Section 6w(8)(d), the Staff is required to work with MISO to 

determine whether specific resources put forward by an electric provider meet federal reliability 

requirements, and the Staff’s determinations will be supported by that requirement for federal-state 

cooperation.     

ii. Resource Demonstrations 

  The Commission adopts the guidelines for resource demonstrations as reflected in 

Attachment A.  These are largely identical to those contained in the Report, except to add that 

commitments of resources must apply to load in the applicable Michigan Zone.  The Commission 

finds that copies of supply contracts are essential because the Staff cannot be put in the position of 

needing to request more documentation – the timeline simply does not allow for that.  The 
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Commission approves the proposal to grandfather the 20+ year municipal contracts.  The 

Commission has considered the comments, and is not persuaded that the language of the affidavits 

requires revision.  The Commission understands that the affidavits represent a snapshot in time – 

reflecting the resource circumstances as known to the company officer at the time that the affidavit 

is signed – and that the situation may change.  The demonstrations are annual and, if resource 

applicability has changed during the preceding year, then the demonstration information should be 

updated, even if the electric provider will continue to satisfy its capacity requirements.   

iii. Confidentiality 

 The Commission is not persuaded that all electric provider filings should be made available to 

all stakeholders subject to a protective order.  The regulated utilities have failed to provide a 

convincing reason to deviate from the treatment these filings have received in the annual reliability 

investigations.  See, the May 11, 2017 order in this docket, item no. 51.  The Commission adopts 

the confidentiality provisions pertaining to the proceeding initiated by the January 12, 2017 order 

in this docket.  All electric providers will be treated identically with respect to confidentiality.  

Thus, electric providers may request assistance from the Executive Secretary in making 

confidential filings of commercially sensitive information in the docket in Case No. U-18441.  

Confidential filings may be viewed by the Staff, but may not be viewed by other electric providers.  

If a show cause is commenced, any party may seek intervention in that matter, and questions 

regarding discovery will be handled in the first instance by the Administrative Law Judge.    

iv. Providers in the PJM Footprint 

 Finally, the Commission disagrees with the Staff’s recommendations respecting the timing of 

capacity demonstrations for electric providers in the PJM footprint.  PJM has a mandatory three-
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year forward capacity market for electric providers.13  While the Commission does not have 

enforcement authority over cooperative and municipally-owned electric utilities, Section 6w(11) 

leaves it to the Commission’s discretion to determine a generation capacity charge under PJM’s 

reliability assurance agreement.  MCL 460.6w(8)(b)(ii), 460.6w(11).  The Commission has not 

opened any SRM charge proceedings for electric providers in PJM’s footprint.  However, the 

Commission finds that electric providers in the PJM footprint should file capacity demonstration 

plans on the same date as other providers, that is, December 1 for regulated utilities and February 

9 for cooperatives and municipally-owned utilities.  The RPMBRA is in May, and the Commission 

finds that providers should indicate in their demonstrations whether they intend to participate in 

that auction or not.  If an electric provider participates in the RPMBRA, it should file an amended 

capacity demonstration two weeks after the close of the RPMBRA.   

6. Summary of Findings and Conclusions 

 Section 6w of PA 341 was enacted to enhance the reliability of Michigan’s electric grid, 

specifically by requiring all electric providers to secure sufficient supplies of electric capacity to 

serve their anticipated customer needs four years in advance.  Through this order, the Commission 

is establishing the requirements and process for each electric provider to make such 

demonstrations to the Commission. 

 The Commission is providing flexibility for electricity providers to use a broad range of 

options to meet the requirements such as new or existing generation, purchased power contracts, 

and new or existing energy waste reduction or demand response programs consistent with the 

applicable independent system operator's tariff.  Capacity supplies can be sourced from out of state 

                                                 
        13 In the September 25, 2012 order in Case No. U-17032, the Commission approved a state 
compensation mechanism for AES capacity in I&M’s Michigan service territory.  I&M currently 
has no choice load.   
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but the electric provider must own or have contractual rights to the supply.  This will improve 

reliability because capacity at the state and regional level will actually be secured in advance, 

whether that is taking advantage of excess supply that exists today or investing in new resources.  

This approach is also cost effective because the electric provider is in the best position to pursue 

the lowest-cost options to meet its customers’ needs in a reliable manner and to manage the risk of 

importing capacity supplies from out of state.  Unlike approaches in some states that provide 

incentives or subsidies to specific types of generation in an attempt to protect reliability or meet 

other policy objectives, Michigan’s approach is “fuel neutral.”  That is, electric providers know 

their capacity requirement four years into the future through this order and the provider – not the 

state – determines what fuel or combination of fuels to use, potentially taking into account factors 

such as reliability, fuel diversity, plant performance, cost, environmental impact, and risk.  

 Due to fluctuations in customer demand and availability of resources that may occur over the 

four-year period, the Commission is also allowing electric providers to plan on up to 5% of the 

portfolio to be acquired through MISO’s annual capacity auction.  Based on MISO data, this is 

consistent with the historical use of the auction in Michigan at the aggregate level.  

 While the Commission has the authority under Section 6w to apply a local clearing 

requirement to individual electric providers, it does not impose such a requirement for planning 

years 2018-2021.  The Commission instead seeks additional information through a formal hearing 

process in order to determine the proper methodology and allocation of a locational requirement, 

which would apply in 2022.  

 The Commission recognizes that ensuring resource adequacy entails involvement of both state 

and federal regulators, and is implementing the provisions of Section 6w with an eye towards 

maintaining consistency with federal resource adequacy requirements as reflected in the FERC-
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approved MISO tariff.  In setting capacity obligations and establishing a capacity demonstration 

process pursuant to Section 6w, the Commission does not seek to supplant or replace the MISO 

prompt year capacity obligations, but to complement MISO’s resource adequacy construct by 

providing longer-term visibility into the resource adequacy planning efforts of electric providers in 

the state.  Further, the Commission recognizes that efforts to ensure resource adequacy have 

impacts on both full-service and electric choice customers, and intends to continue to work toward 

maintaining reliability of the electric grid in a consistent and cost-effective manner.  

 Key findings and conclusions are as follows:  

 1. Each load serving entity in the state must show it owns or has contractual rights to sufficient 

capacity to meet capacity obligations set by MISO or the Commission, as applicable, as set forth in 

the order and the requirements in Attachment A of this order, under the timelines established in 

Section 6w for the respective type of load serving entity.  Electric cooperatives and municipally-

owned utilities may aggregate capacity resources to meet the capacity requirements pursuant to 

Section 6w(8)(b). 

 2. The Commission adopts the review process for evaluating each individual load serving 

entity’s capacity demonstration filings as outlined by the Staff, discussed in this order, and set out 

in Attachment A.  Show cause proceedings shall be initiated if an individual load serving entity 

does not appear to have sufficient capacity based on the Staff’s assessment.  Such a proceeding 

will provide an opportunity for parties to present evidence on whether the electric provider has 

failed to demonstrate it can meet a portion or all of its capacity obligations, thereby triggering 

Commission action as set forth in Section 6w(8)(b)(i)-(iii).   

 3.  Pursuant to Section 6w(8)(c), the Commission requested and received technical assistance 

from MISO, the appropriate independent system operator, in determining the PRMR and LCR for 
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purposes of determining capacity obligations.  For purposes of the capacity obligations, in 

establishing the PRMR for planning years 2018-2021 the Commission adopts the calculation 

methodology outlined in Attachment A, which utilizes the MISO PRMR data published in the 

MISO Loss of Load Expectation Study, pursuant to Module E of its FERC-approved tariff.  For 

planning years 2018-2021, the Commission is adopting the proposed calculation methodology to 

set the forward locational requirement of each Zone, as proposed by the Staff, discussed in the 

technical conferences, and clarified in MISO’s August 15 comments.   

 4. Based on Section 6w, the MISO tariff, and applicable case law, a properly designed 

locational requirement applied to individual load serving entities as part of a demonstration that 

capacity obligations have been met is consistent with these requirements.  Except as applicable 

under MISO’s tariff, a locational requirement will not be applied to individual load serving entities 

during planning years 2018-2021 as part of the transition to the new capacity obligations required 

under Section 6w.  A formal contested case proceeding is necessary to provide an opportunity for 

parties to present and challenge evidence in order for the Commission to determine a just and 

reasonable locational requirement and methodology that is consistent with federally approved 

tariffs, which will be applied beginning in the 2022 planning year.   

 5. The Commission’s determination of capacity obligations under Section 6w does not relieve 

or restrict a load serving entity’s rights and responsibilities under the FERC-approved tariffs, 

including access to and participation in the capacity auction.   

 6. Pursuant to Section 6w(8)(d), the Commission requests continued technical assistance from 

MISO, the applicable independent system operator, to assist with determining whether resources 

meet federal reliability requirements as part of the Section 6w capacity demonstration review 

process.  The Staff shall coordinate with MISO accordingly.   
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 7. Electric providers in the PJM footprint should file capacity demonstration plans on the same 

date as other electric providers, that is, December 1, 2017, for regulated utilities and February 9, 

2018, for cooperatives and municipally-owned utilities, and should indicate in their 

demonstrations whether they intend to participate in PJM’s auction or not.  If an electric provider 

participates in the auction, it should file an amended capacity demonstration two weeks after the 

close of the RPMBRA.     

 
 THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that: 

 A. The Capacity Demonstration Process and Requirements, attached hereto as Attachment A, 

are approved.    

 B.  Capacity demonstrations shall be filed in Case No. U-18441, in accordance with 

Attachment A.      

 C.  This docket is closed.   

 
 The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary. 
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 Any party desiring to appeal this order must do so in the appropriate court within 30 days after 

issuance and notice of this order, pursuant to MCL 462.26.  To comply with the Michigan Rules of 

Court’s requirement to notify the Commission of an appeal, appellants shall send required notices 

to both the Commission’s Executive Secretary and to the Commission’s Legal Counsel.  

Electronic notifications should be sent to the Executive Secretary at mpscedockets@michigan.gov 

and to the Michigan Department of the Attorney General - Public Service Division at 

pungp1@michigan.gov.  In lieu of electronic submissions, paper copies of such notifications may 

be sent to the Executive Secretary and the Attorney General - Public Service Division at 7109 W. 

Saginaw Hwy., Lansing, MI 48917. 

 
                         MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION        

                                                                          
                                                                                      

________________________________________                                                                          
               Sally A. Talberg, Chairman    
 
          
 

 ________________________________________                                                                          
               Norman J. Saari, Commissioner 
  
 
 

________________________________________                                                                          
               Rachael A. Eubanks, Commissioner  
By its action of September 15, 2017.                     
 
 
 
________________________________                                                                 
Kavita Kale, Executive Secretary 

mailto:mpscedockets@michigan.gov
mailto:pungp1@michigan.gov
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ATTACHMENT A:  CAPACITY DEMONSTRATION PROCESS AND REQUIREMENTS 

 

 
 

One docket will be opened in the fall of 2017 for the initial capacity demonstrations for planning years 
2018/19 through 2021/22.  The Commission order opening the docket will provide requirements for 
LSEs to follow in making capacity demonstrations and include the capacity obligations to be applicable 
for 2018/19 through 2021/22.   
 
The capacity demonstration obligations will be determined in a consistent and transparent manner. 
Based upon the most recently published LOLE study by MISO, the following data shall be utilized for 
capacity obligations for the initial capacity demonstration for planning years 2018/19 through 2021/22.1 
 
The capacity demonstrations filed in this docket shall include four years of load obligations and owned 
or contracted resources, similar to the requests that the Commission has made in previous years.  Each 
LSE’s applicable capacity obligation will be based upon its most recent PRMR determination, as specified 
by MISO.  For the initial four planning years, and then for every fourth planning year following the initial 
demonstration, the following minimum guidelines shall be utilized for the demonstration of planning 
resources. 
 

                                                           
1 2017 MISO LOLE Study, 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Study/LOLE/2017%20LOLE%20Study%20Report.pdf, accessed 
7/27/17. 

Capacity Demonstration Process

Capacity Demonstration 
Docket Opened - 
Includes capacity 

obligations for initial 
demonstration

Commission Staff issues 
memo in docket with 

updated capacity 
obligations based upon 
latest MISO LOLE report

Utilities file capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

AESs, Cooperatives, 
Municipalities file 

capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

Commission Staff 
issues memo 

regarding sufficiency 
of capacity 

demonstrations in 
docket

Commission Order on 
capacity 

demonstration, 
possibly opening new 
contested case(s) to 
impose SRM charges

September 2017 Nov-17 December 1, 2017 February 9, 2018 March 6, 2018 March, 2018

Commission issues 
orders in any cases to 

assign AES capacity 
obligations to utilities 

and impose SRM 
charges; Commission 
also opens docket for 

2022/23 demonstration

Commission Staff issues 
memo in docket with 

updated capacity 
obligations based upon 
latest MISO LOLE report

Utilities file capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

AESs, Cooperatives, 
Municipalities file 

capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

Commission Staff 
issues memo 

regarding sufficiency 
of capacity 

demonstrations in 
docket

Commission Order on 
capacity 

demonstration, 
possibly opening new 
contested case(s) to 
impose SRM charges

September 1, 2018* November 1, 2018 December 1, 2018 February 11, 2019 March 6, 2019 March, 2019

* process would repeat annually

 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Study/LOLE/2017%20LOLE%20Study%20Report.pdf
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For the purposes of the first demonstration for purposes of the SRM (Utilities filing in December 2017; 
AES/Municipals/Cooperatives filing in February 2018) the total capacity obligation shall be defined as 
follows: 
 
 LSE Capacity Obligation = (Aggregate PLC of LSE in 2018)*(PRM UCAP)2 
 
   

Planning Year 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 
PRM UCAP 7.5% 7.3% 7.3% 7.4% 

 
Based on this formula, an LSE’s total capacity obligation that it will be required to demonstrate that it 
has owned or contracted resources to satisfy will be based on its total 2018 peak demand for all four 
years of its demonstration.  For years 2019 – 2021, the LSE’s capacity obligation shall be equal to its 
2018 peak demand plus the planning reserve margin projection for the applicable year, as specified in by 
MISO in its LOLE Study Report, and outlined in the table above. 
 
The peak load contribution (PLC) determination for ROA customers should made through a cooperative 
process which is consistent with current MISO rules for dispute resolution.  These PLC determinations 
will ultimately drive the total amount of capacity obligation that an AES will be required to meet in its 
annual demonstration before the Commission.   
 
Based on comments received by MISO, the determination of the zonal LCR will be calculated as shown in 
the tables below: 
 

MISO Zone 2 

Planning 
Year 

Peak 
Demand  

{1} 

LRR UCAP 
per-unit of 
LRZ peak 

demand {2} 
LRR  

({1}*{3}) 

Capacity 
Import 
Limit 
{4} 

LCR  
({3}-{4}) 

2017/18 12,982.0 111.7% 14,500.9 2,075 12,425.9 
2018/19 14,006.0 111.8% 15,651.7 2,075 13,576.7 
2019/20 15,030.0 111.8% 16,803.5 2,075 14,728.5 
2020/21 15,030.0 112.1% 16,855.1 2,075 14,780.1 
2021/22 15,030.0 112.5% 16,906.6 2,075 14,831.6 
2022/23 15,030.0 112.8% 16,958.1 2,075 14,883.1 
2023/24 15,030.0 113.2% 17,009.7 2,075 14,934.7 
2024/25 15,030.0 113.5% 17,061.2 2,075 14,986.2 
2025/26 15,030.0 113.9% 17,112.7 2,075 15,037.7 
2026/27 15,030.0 114.2% 17,164.3 2,075 15,089.3 

 
 

                                                           
2 PRM UCAP values by year as reported in the most recent MISO LOLE Study Report. 



3 
 

MISO Zone 7 

Planning 
Year 

Peak 
Demand  

{1} 

LRR UCAP 
per-unit of 
LRZ peak 

demand {2} 
LRR  

({1}*{3}) 

Capacity 
Import 
Limit 
{4} 

LCR  
({3}-{4}) 

2017/18 21,607.0 114.1% 24,653.6 3,320 21,333.6 
2018/19 21,666.5 113.7% 24,624.0 3,320 21,304.0 
2019/20 21,726.0 113.2% 24,593.8 3,320 21,273.8 
2020/21 21,736.6 113.4% 24,652.4 3,320 21,332.4 
2021/22 21,747.1 113.6% 24,711.0 3,320 21,391.0 
2022/23 21,757.7 113.8% 24,769.6 3,320 21,449.6 
2023/24 21,768.3 114.1% 24,828.3 3,320 21,508.3 
2024/25 21,778.9 114.3% 24,887.0 3,320 21,567.0 
2025/26 21,789.4 114.5% 24,945.8 3,320 21,625.8 
2026/27 21,800.0 114.7% 25,004.6 3,320 21,684.6 

 

For planning years 2018/19 through 2021/22, the zonal LCR will not be allocated to individual LSEs 
except as required by MISO in the administration of its tariff and business practices, as applicable.  Any 
individual allocation of the zonal LCR for planning year 2022/23 and beyond will be established by the 
Commission at a future date. 

Resource Demonstrations 

 
Existing generation (owned) 

The minimum acceptable support for existing generation that is included in a capacity demonstration 
include:  

1) an affidavit from an officer of the company claiming ownership of the unit(s), including a 
commitment of the unit(s) to  LSE load in the applicable Michigan zone four years forward,  

2) a copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the unit(s) from the MISO Module E Capacity Tracking 
Tool, and 

3) if there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be 
provided. 
 

Existing demand response or energy efficiency resources (that have not been netted against load) 

The minimum acceptable support for existing demand response resources or energy efficiency resources 
that have not already been netted against load include: 

1) an affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the resource(s), including a commitment to 
maintain at least that same level of resources four years forward, 

2) a copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the resource(s) from the MISO Module E Capacity 
Tracking Tool, and 
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3) if there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be 
provided. 
 

New or upgraded generation (owned) 

The minimum acceptable support for proposed new generation include: 

1) an affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the detailed plans for the new generation 
including milestones such as planned in-service date, expected regulatory approval date(s), 
planned date to enter the MISO generator interconnection queue, expected date for MISO 
generator interconnection agreement, construction timeline, etc., and 

2) documentation supporting the expected ZRC qualification from MISO for the new unit(s), and 
3) if there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be 

provided.   
 

For new generation submitted as part of a capacity demonstration, the Commission finds that all of the 
above data be updated and submitted on an annual basis with each subsequent capacity demonstration 
until the unit(s) are in service.   
 
New demand response or energy efficiency resources (that have not been netted against load) 

The minimum acceptable support for new demand response resources or energy efficiency resources 
that have not already been netted against load included in a capacity demonstration include: 

1) an affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the plans for the resource(s), including a 
commitment to achieve and/or maintain at least that same level of resources four years 
forward, and  

2) specific plans to have the resource(s) qualified by the independent system operator, and   
3) if there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be 

provided.   
 

For new demand response or energy efficiency resources submitted as part of a capacity demonstration, 
the Commission finds that all of the above data be updated and submitted on an annual basis with each 
subsequent capacity demonstration until the resource(s) are in service.  Final qualification / approval 
from the independent system operator should be submitted in a subsequent demonstration. 
 
Existing generation (capacity contract) 

The minimum acceptable support for capacity contracts with existing generation include:  

1) an affidavit from an officer of the company including a copy of the contract that specifies the 
unit(s) or pool of generation that is the source of the contract, including the location of the 
unit(s) or pool.  The affidavit should include a commitment to maintain the contracted amount 
four years forward regardless of any early out clauses in the contract, and  

2) a copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the unit(s) or pool from the MISO Module E Capacity 
Tracking Tool that the LSE obtains from the asset owner and includes with the demonstration 
filing.   
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Forward ZRC contracts 

The minimum acceptable support for forward ZRC contracts include an affidavit from an officer of the 
company including a copy of the contract that specifies the zonal location of the ZRCs.  The affidavit 
should include a commitment to maintain the contracted amount four years forward regardless of any 
early out clauses in the contract.  A forward ZRC contract that does not specify the zonal location of the 
ZRCs will be deemed insufficient towards meeting any portion of a locational requirement, unless the 
LSE provides other alternative support for the location of the ZRCs.   
 
PRA Purchases 

The amount of ZRCs planned to be purchased in the MISO PRA that will be deemed prudent in an 
approved capacity demonstration will be limited to the following percentage of the LSE’s total PRMR 
requirement. 

Planning Year 2018/
19 

2019/
20 

2020/
21 

2021/
22 

2022/
23 

2023/
24 

2024/
25 

2025/
26 

2026/
27 

PRA Purchases (%) N/A 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 
 

Utilization of the MISO PRA in interim years 

A capacity demonstration filed by an LSE that includes a plan to purchase ZRCs in the PRA four years in 
the future in excess of the allowable amounts outlined above, will not constitute a demonstration that 
the LSE owns or has contracted resources to meet its future capacity obligations. 
 
Once the Commission has determined that the capacity demonstration made by an LSE is deemed to be 
sufficient, it shall not be re-litigated or “trued-up” in the interim years.  If, subsequent to its initial 
satisfactory capacity demonstration, an LSE experiences an unforeseen significant outage at one of its 
generation assets, or has an unforeseen variation in its total load obligations, these matters will be 
settled in the PRA.  The LSE’s initial capacity demonstration will not be re-examined to reconcile 
projected interim year load obligations or generating resource capacity ratings with actual values that 
are experienced in that interim year. 
 
Additional Considerations for Capacity Demonstrations 

Other types of documentation submitted as part of a capacity demonstration will be evaluated on a case 
by case basis.  While some of the documentation that is required to be filed in these proceedings is 
commercially sensitive, competitive information and should continue to be treated in a confidential 
manner, as has been done in the past.  The Staff shall file a memo in the docket two weeks after the 
final capacity demonstrations are filed outlining its findings from the demonstration filings including a 
listing of any entities whose demonstration, in Staff’s opinion, did not completely pass muster.   
 
In the case where a demonstration filing does not pass Staff’s muster, Staff would recommend that the 
Commission open a contested case docket, whereby the LSE in question could attempt to prove that its 
capacity demonstration should be deemed acceptable.  The outcome of that case would be a 
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Commission order potentially authorizing SRM capacity charges to ROA customer load.  Any contested 
demonstration cases will be opened as soon as practicable following the issuance of the Staff memo and 
be completed within six months.  

If an LSE had met the capacity demonstration requirements, no contested case will be opened and no 
further action will be taken regarding any capacity demonstration that was deemed sufficient by Staff 
and accepted by the Commission. 

Capacity Demonstrations for LSEs in PJM service territory 

 
PJM Interconnection LLC (PJM) has a mandatory forward capacity market for LSEs in its service territory.  
LSEs in the PJM service territory meet their Independent System Operator capacity obligations either 
through participation in PJM’s Reliability Pricing Model (RPM) Base Residual Auction (BRA) or through 
PJM’s Fixed Resource Requirement (FRR) capacity plan.  The PJM capacity market is a three year forward 
market with the calendar aligned slightly differently than what exists with the MISO capacity market.  
PJM’s tariff requires FRR entities (those that self-supply capacity as Indiana Michigan Power has done 
since the inception of the RPM construct in 2007) to prove capacity for the 2021/22 delivery year (June 
2021 through May 2022) in April 2018.  The BRA will be completed in May 2018 for the 2021/22 delivery 
year. 
 
The timing of PJM LSEs capacity demonstrations will remain the same as expected of MISO LSEs, 
however, PJM LSEs will be allowed to file an amended capacity demonstration two weeks after the 
completion of the PJM RPM BRA if the LSE participates in the BRA.  The capacity demonstration should 
include the FRR capacity plan and/or BRA results.  Meeting PJM’s capacity obligations, including any 
applicable Percentage Internal Resources Required for the delivery year will constitute a satisfactory 
demonstration. 

 

 

Demonstration Format 

 
In addition to all of the items outlined above, the following forms shall also be utilized by the LSE in filing 
its demonstration. 



Case No:
Utility:

Date:
Exhibit 3:

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e )
Line Sample Calc. PY 2018-2019 PY 2019-2020 PY 2020-2021 PY 2021-2022

1 Forecasted Bundled (or AES) Non-Coincident Peak Demand, MW (from Ex. 1 or Ex. 2) 11,111
2 Internal Demand Response Programs that are applied as an adjustment to the Peak forecast, MW 11
3 Adjusted Forecasted Bundled (or AES) Non-Coincident Peak Demand, MW (line 1 - line 2) 11,100
4 Load Diversity Factor coincident to MISO, %. 98.00%
5 Adjusted Forecasted Bundled (or AES) Coincident Peak Demand, MW (line 3 x line 4) 10,878
6 Transmission Losses, % 2.80%
7 Adjusted Total Peak Demand, MW (line 5 -(line 5 x line 6)) 10,573

8 Applied Transmission Losses, MW  (line 5 x line 6) 305
9 Adjusted Total Peak Demand, MW (same as line 7) 10,573                         

10 Planning Reserve Margin % UCAP Basis 7.10% 7.50% 7.30% 7.30% 7.40%
11 Total Planning Reserve Margin Requirement (expected reserves), UCAP MW ((line 8 + line 9) x (1 + line 10)) 11,650

12 Company Owned, In-State, Non-Intermittent, MW 8,890
13 Company Owned, Out-of-State, Non-Intermittent, MW 120
14 Company Owned, In-State, Intermittent, MW 660
15 Company Owned, Out-of-State, Intermittent, MW 100
16 Total Company Owned Generation, MW (line 12 + line 13 + line 14 + line 15) 9,770

17 Load Modifying Resources, Treated as Capacity, MW 420
18 Applied Transmission Losses, MW (line 17 x line 6) 12
19 Total Qualified Demand Response Resources including PRMUCAP, MW ((line 17 + line 18) x (1 + line 10)) 462

20 PPA, In-State Intermittent Resource,  MW 100
21 PPA, Out-of-State Intermittent Resource, MW 200
22 PPA, PURPA (BTMG), MW 26
23 PPA, Intermittent (BTMG), MW 6
24 Other Forward Capacity Contract, MW -  In-State 220
25 Other Forward Capacity Contract, MW - Out-of-State 0
26 Total PPA, MW (line 20 + line 21 + line 22 + line 23 + line 24 + line 25) 552

27 Total Planning Resources, MW (line 16 + line 19 + line 26) 10,784

28 UCAP Surplus/(Shortfall), MW (line 27 - line 11) (866)

Planning Reserve Margin Requirements and Planning Resources to be Acquired (UCAP MW)

_______________
_______________
Planning Resources



Case No:
Utility:

Date:
Exhibit 4:

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e )
Demand Response Program Name Demand Response Program (MW) Credit Transmission Losses and PRM UCAP(MW) Total MW per Program Name

PY 2018-UCAP

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2017-2018 (MW)
PY 2019-UCAP

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2018-2019 (MW)
PY 2020-UCAP

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2019-2020 (MW)
PY 2021-UCAP

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2020-2021 (MW)
* Expand each planning year section as necessary to accommodate all DR programs that are used as capacity resources.

U-18197
_______________
_______________
DR Program Resources

Demand Response  - Capacity Resources 



Case No:
Utility:

Date:
Exhibit 5:

U-18197
____________
___
____________

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f ) ( g ) ( h ) ( i ) ( j ) ( k ) ( l ) ( m ) ( n )
Fuel or Specify: Located in If outside of MI, Contracted P.A. 295

Line Electric Generation Unit Name Renewable Type LRZ 2, LRZ 7, I&M, Other Michigan (Y/N) Trans Service (Y/N) Resource (Y/N) 2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64

* Add rows to accommodate all generating units as necessary. 
* Please use UCAP data for ICAP columns for run-of-river hydroelectric power, wind power and solar power resources. 

UCAP (MW)

Company Owned Electric Generation Resources

ICAP (MW)



Case No:
Utility:

Date:
Exhibit 6:

U-18197
____________
___
____________

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f ) ( g ) ( h ) ( i ) ( j ) ( k ) ( l ) ( m ) ( n ) ( o ) ( p )
Fuel or Specify: Located in PA 295 PA 295 BTMG PURPA Other Bilateral

Line Electric Generator Name Renewable Type LRZ 2, LRZ 7, I&M, Other Michigan Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/N PPA Y/N 2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64

* Add rows to accommodate all generating units as necessary. 
* Please use UCAP data for ICAP columns for run-of-river hydroelectric power, wind power and solar power resources. 

ICAP MW Contracted UCAP MW Contracted

Generation Resources Under PPA or Other Capacity Contract



 P R O O F   O F   S E R V I C E  
 

 
   STATE OF MICHIGAN )         
          
         Case No. U-18197 
 
 
 
          
          

      County of Ingham  ) 
 

 
 

Angela McGuire being duly sworn, deposes and says that on September 15, 2017 A.D. she 

electronically notified the attached list of this Commission Order via e-mail transmission, 

to the persons as shown on the attached service list (Listserv Distribution List). 

        

        
       ______________________________________ 
                        Angela McGuire 
 
Subscribed and sworn to before me  
this 15th day of September 2017 
 

 
____________________________________ 
Carol M. Casale 
Notary Public, Saginaw County, Michigan  
Acting in Eaton County 
My Commission Expires: December 13, 2020 
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Name Email Address

Meredith Beidler beidlerm@michigan.gov

Lauren Donofrio donofriol@michigan.gov

Service List for U‐18239

Name Email Address

Richard Aaron raaron@dykema.com

Tracy Jane Andrews tjandrews@envlaw.com

Meredith Beidler beidlerm@michigan.gov

Kurt Boehm kboehm@bkllawfirm.com

Roy Boston roy.boston@calpinesolutions.com

Christopher Bzdok chris@envlaw.com

Stephen Campbell scampbell@clarkhill.com

John Canzano jcanzano@michworklaw.com

Laura Chappelle lachappelle@varnumlaw.com

Consumers Energy Company matorrey@cmsenergy.com

mpsc.filings@cmsenergy.com

Brian Coyer bwcoyer@publiclawresourcecenter.com

Lauren Donofrio donofriol@michigan.gov

Peter Ellsworth pellsworth@dickinson‐wright.com

Mark Eyster eysterm@michigan.gov

Sean Gallagher sgallagher@clarkhill.com

Gary Gensch, Jr. gary.genschjr@cmsenergy.com

Celeste Gill gillc1@michigan.gov

Kelly Hall kelly.hall@cmsenergy.com

Jason Hanselman jhanselman@dykema.com

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

Melissa Horne mhorne@hcc‐law.com

Don Keskey donkeskey@publiclawresourcecenter.com

Courtney Kissel ckissel@dykema.com

Jody Kyler Cohn jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com

Timothy Lundgren tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com

Nolan Moody nmoody@dickinson‐wright.com

Toni Newell tlnewell@varnumlaw.com

Michael Pattwell mpattwell@clarkhill.com

Patrick Rorai prorai@michworkerlaw.com

Jim Weeks jweeks@mpower.org



Service List for U‐18248

Name Email Address

Richard Aaron raaron@dykema.com

Tracy Jane Andrews tjandrews@envlaw.com

Meredith Beidler beidlerm@michigan.gov

Kurt Boehm kboehm@bkllawfirm.com

Roy Boston roy.boston@calpinesolutions.com

Christopher Bzdok chris@envlaw.com

Stephen Campbell scampbell@clarkhill.com

John Canzano jcanzano@michworklaw.com

Laura Chappelle lachappelle@varnumlaw.com

Jon Christinidis christinidisj@dteenergy.com

Brian Coyer bwcoyer@publiclawresourcecenter.com

Lauren Donofrio donofriol@michigan.gov

DTE Energy Company kurmass@dteenergy.com

Peter Ellsworth pellsworth@dickinson‐wright.com

Mark Eyster eysterm@michigan.gov

Sean Gallagher sgallagher@clarkhill.com

Jason Hanselman jhanselman@dykema.com

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

Melissa Horne mhorne@hcc‐law.com

Don Keskey donkeskey@publiclawresourcecenter.com

Courtney Kissel ckissel@dykema.com

Jody Kyler Cohn jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com

Timothy Lundgren tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com

Richard Middleton middletonr@dteenergy.com

Nolan Moody nmoody@dickinson‐wright.com

Michael Moody moodym2@michigan.gov

Toni Newell tlnewell@varnumlaw.com

Michael Pattwell mpattwell@clarkhill.com

Patrick Rorai prorai@michworkerlaw.com

Monica Stephens stephensm11@michigan.gov

Jim Weeks jweeks@mpower.org

Service List for U‐18253

Name Email Address

Meredith Beidler beidlerm@michigan.gov

Laura Chappelle lachappelle@varnumlaw.com

Lauren Donofrio donofriol@michigan.gov

Sharon Feldman feldmans@michigan.gov

Jason Hanselman jhanselman@dykema.com

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

Timothy Lundgren tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com

Toni Newell tlnewell@varnumlaw.com

Michael Rampe rampe@millercanfield.com

Theresa Staley staley@millercanfield.com

Monica Stephens stephensm11@michigan.gov

Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corp. christine.kane@we‐energies.com



Service List for U‐18254

Name Email Address

Meredith Beidler beidlerm@michigan.gov

Laura Chappelle lachappelle@varnumlaw.com

Lauren Donofrio donofriol@michigan.gov

Jason Hanselman jhanselman@dykema.com

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

Timothy Lundgren tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com

Toni Newell tlnewell@varnumlaw.com

Suzanne Sonneborn sonneborns@michigan.gov

Monica Stephens stephensm11@michigan.gov

Upper Peninsula Power Company ghaehnel@uppco.com

Sherri Wellman wellmans@millercanfield.com

Service List for U‐18258

Name Email Address

Richard Aaron raaron@dykema.com

Meredith Beidler beidlerm@michigan.gov

Leah Brooks ljbrooks@loomislaw.com

Cloverland Electric Cooperative ddasho@cloverland.com

Lauren Donofrio donofriol@michigan.gov

Jason Hanselman jhanselman@dykema.com

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

Michael Oliva mgoliva@loomislaw.com

Suzanne Sonneborn sonneborns@michigan.gov

Monica Stephens stephensm11@michigan.gov



Service List for U‐18322

Name Email Address

Richard Aaron raaron@dykema.com

Tracy Jane Andrews tjandrews@envlaw.com

Michael Ashton mashton@fraserlawfirm.com

Robert Beach robert.beach@cmsenergy.com

Meredith Beidler beidlerm@michigan.gov

Kurt Boehm kboehm@bkllawfirm.com

Christopher Bzdok chris@envlaw.com

John Canzano jcanzano@michworklaw.com

H. Chambers hrchambers@cmsenergy.com

Laura Chappelle lachappelle@varnumlaw.com

Consumers Energy Company matorrey@cmsenergy.com

mpsc.filings@cmsenergy.com

Brian Coyer bwcoyer@publiclawresourcecenter.com

Sharon Feldman feldmans@michigan.gov

Shannon Fisk sfisk@earthjustice.org

Sean Gallagher sgallagher@clarkhill.com

Gary Gensch, Jr. gary.genschjr@cmsenergy.com

Kelly Hall kelly.hall@cmsenergy.com

Jason Hanselman jhanselman@dykema.com

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

Melissa Horne mhorne@hcc‐law.com

John Janiszewski janiszewskij2@michigan.gov

Margrethe Kearney mkearney@elpc.org

Don Keskey donkeskey@publiclawresourcecenter.com

Joel King kingj38@michigan.gov

Jody Kyler jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com

John Liskey john@liskeypllc.com

Timothy Lundgren tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com

David Marvin dmarvin@fraserlawfirm.com

Toni Newell tlnewell@varnumlaw.com

Michael Pattwell mpattwell@clarkhill.com

Patrick Rorai prorai@michworkerlaw.com

Spencer Sattler sattlers@michigan.gov

Patricia Sharkey psharkey@e‐lawcounsel.com

Amit Singh singha9@michigan.gov

Michael Soules msoules@earthjustice.org

Theresa Staley staley@millercanfield.com

Monica Stephens stephensm11@michigan.gov

Bret Totoraitis bret.totoraitis@cmsenergy.com

Anne Uitvlugt anne.uitvlugt@cmsenergy.com



Amy Monopoli amonopoli@itctransco.com

Brett French bfrench@atcllc.com

Trevor D. Stiles tstiles@atcllc.com

Christopher Bzdok chris@envlaw.com

Richard Aaron raaron@dykema.com

Jason Hanselman jhanselman@dykema.com

Richard Middleton middletonr@dteenergy.com

Thomas S. Hanrahan thanrahan@wppienergy.org

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

Michael Pattwell mpattwell@clarkhill.com

Lauren D. Donofrio donofriol@michigan.gov

Timothy Lundgren tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com

Kelly Hall kelly.hall@cmsenergy.com

Don Keskey donkeskey@publiclawresourcecenter.com

James A. Ault jaault@gomega.org

Daniel M. Dasho ddasho@cloverland.com

Michael Moody moodym2@michigan.gov

Chris Afendoulis ChrisAfendoulis@house.mi.gov

Rob VerHeulen RobVerHeulen@house.mi.gov
Nancy Coratti nancy.coratti@hvs.org

Jeanne Kitchen jeanne@totaldoor.com

Alan Latosz alatosz@algonac.k12.mi.us

John Dulmes john@michiganchemistry.com

Joshua Lunger lungerj@grandrapids.org

Melissa Seymour mseymour@misoenergy.org

Gary Glenn gg@garyglenn.us

James Bruno BMMcShea@uss.com

Commentors in U‐18197



DTE ENERGY COMPANY, ENERGY MICHIGAN, ASSOCIATION OF
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kurmass@dteenergy.com 

ejschneidewind@varnumlaw.com 

jtselecky@consultbai.com 

jheston@fraserlawfirm.com 

mkuchera@aepenergy.com 

gbass@calpinesolutions.com 

timothy.aufdencamp@cmsenergy.com 

igoodman@commerceenergy.com 

lael.campbell@constellation.com 

a.asaro@dillonpower.com 

Teresa.ringenbach@directenergy.com 

bill.hellinghausen@edfenergyservices.com 

regulatory@eligoenergy.com 

rami.fawaz@poweronecorp.com 

mmann@usgande.com 

fesmarketpolicies@fes.com 

lfriedeman@igsenergy.com 

dmartos@libertypowercorp.com 

jhdillavou@micamerican.com 

regulatory@nordicenergy-us.com 

spersaud@plymouthenergy.com 

bschlansker@premierenergyllc.com 

cborr@spartanrenewable.com 

chris.hendrix@texasretailenergy.com 

Zach.HALKOLA@traxys.com 

cborr@wpsci.com 

aaron.martin@cmsenergy.com 
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amy.klaviter@constellation.com 

christina.crable@directenergy.com 

Bonnie.yurga@directenergy.com 

ryan.harwell@directenergy.com 

arozenblat@eligoenergy.com 

crericha@firstenergycorp.com 

cbaird-forristall@midamerican.com 



CONSUMERS ENERGY COMPANY, ENERGY MICHIGAN,
ASSOCIATION OF BUSINESSES ADVOCATING TARIFF EQUITY, 
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michael.torrey@cmsenergy.com 

ejschneidewind@varnumlaw.com 

jtselecky@consultbai.com 

jheston@fraserlawfirm.com 

mkuchera@aepenergy.com 

gbass@calpinesolutions.com 

timothy.aufdencamp@cmsenergy.com 

igoodman@commerceenergy.com 

lael.campbell@constellation.com 

a.asaro@dillonpower.com 

Teresa.ringenbach@directenergy.com 

bill.hellinghausen@edfenergyservices.com 

regulatory@eligoenergy.com 

rami.fawaz@poweronecorp.com 

mmann@usgande.com 

fesmarketpolicies@fes.com 

lfriedeman@igsenergy.com 

dmartos@libertypowercorp.com 

jhdillavou@micamerican.com 

regulatory@nordicenergy-us.com 

spersaud@plymouthenergy.com 

bschlansker@premierenergyllc.com 

cborr@spartanrenewable.com 

chris.hendrix@texasretailenergy.com 

Zach.HALKOLA@traxys.com 

cborr@wpsci.com 

aaron.martin@cmsenergy.com 
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amy.klaviter@constellation.com 

christina.crable@directenergy.com 

Bonnie.yurga@directenergy.com 

ryan.harwell@directenergy.com 

arozenblat@eligoenergy.com 

crericha@firstenergycorp.com 

cbaird-forristall@midamerican.com 



CLOVERLAND, UMERC, & UPPCO (UP UTILITIES) SPECIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST  
 

 
NAME EMAIL ADDRESS 

 
Cloverland Electric Cooperative 

 
ddasho@cloverland.com 

 

Upper Peninsula Power Company ghaehnel@uppco.com 
 

Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation christine.kane@we-energies.com 
 
 
 
 

MPSC STAFF SPECIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST  
 

NAME EMAIL ADDRESS 
 
Lauren D. Donofrio, Assistant Attorney General DonofrioL@michigan.gov 

 

Meredith R. Beidler, Assistant Attorney General BeidlerM@michigan.gov 
 

Bryan A. Brandenburg, Assistant Attorney General BrandenburgB@michigan.gov 
 
 
 
 

ABATE, CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY, SIERRA CLUB, UMERC & 
VERSO CORPORATION SPECIAL DISTRIBUTION  

 
 

COMPANY EMAIL ADDRESS 
 
Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity 

 
sgallagher@clarkhill.com; mpattwell@clarkhill.com 

 
Constellation NewEnergy, Inc.  

jheston@fraserlawfirm.com 
 
Sierra Club  

chris@envlaw.com; tjandrews@envlaw.com 
 
Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation  

rampe@millercanfield.com 
 
Verso Corporation  

lachappelle@varnumlaw.com; tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Resource Adequacy Listserv
abalaskovitz@gmail.com

adella.crozier@dteenergy.com

agonzalez@nrdc.org

aheat@altelco.net

ajz‐consulting@comcast.net

alise@switch.com

amason17@hotmail.com

anastasia.minor@dteenergy.com

angela.wojtowicz@dteenergy.com

annamunie@gmail.com

anne.uitvlugt@cmsenergy.com

athayer@meca.coop

bachmanj2@michigan.gov

bbejcek@wpsci.com

beckl12@michigan.gov

becky@votesolar.org

bfrench@atcllc.com

binskeep@eq‐research.com

bkauffman@senate.michigan.gov

blbeebe@dow.com

brian.madden@nexteraenergy.com

bruce.campbell@cpowerenergymanagement.com

bsoholt@windonthewires.org

bsowens@aep.com

bstafford@aee.net

bvanfarowe@mpower.org

byrnem@michigan.gov

camilo.serna@dteenergy.com

carrie.hitt@nexteraenergy.com

catherine.wilson@cmsenergy.com

cborr@meca.coop

chris.hendrix@texasretailenergy.com

chris.iannuzzi@cmsenergy.com

Christina.hajj@dteenergy.com

clint.sandidge@calpine.com

clint.sandidge@calpinesolutions.com

cmonhart@energyalliancegroup.org

colec1@michigan.gov

corbins@michigan.gov

cornfields@michigan.gov

cshinshaw@mpower.org

cyndiroper@gmail.com

cynthia.brady@constellation.com

dafowler@varnumlaw.com

dan@mieibc.org

daniel.mahoney@dteenergy.com

dannyjmcgee@gmail.com

Updated 9/15/2017



Resource Adequacy Listserv
david.ciarlone@arconic.com

david.forsyth@gerdau.com

dbinkley@itctransco.com

dburks@glenergy.com

ddasho@cloverland.com

deborah.e.erwin@xcelenergy.com

dennis.mullan@dteenergy.com

djester@5lakesenergy.com

dmderricks@integrysgroup.com

dmuchmore@honigman.com

docket@prquinlan.com

dohertyr1@michigan.gov

donofriol@michigan.gov

doug.stinner@fcagroup.com

doug@enernex.com

drew.miller@enernoc.com

durianh@michigan.gov

dwalters@ghblp.org

dwayne.pickett@constellation.com

ebooth@covanta.com

epardini@pscinc.com

ethan.case@ccrenew.com

eubanksr@michigan.gov

ezuckerman@schlegelassociates.com

freemana5@michigan.gov

gambach@seventhwave.org

gary.melow@michiganbiomass.com

ggoss@jrsusa.com

gouldk1@michigan.gov

gstebbins@energyfuturesgroup.com

hagamandj@bv.com

hansere@michigan.gov

hayes@mackinac.org

hazzard4335@gmail.com

heather.rayl@cmsenergy.com

heidi.myers@cmsenergy.com

jaault@gomega.org

jamie.ormond@gmail.com

janiszewskij2@michigan.gov

janssenb@michigan.gov

jasonlnheath@gmail.com

jastoutenburg@dow.com

jeff.clark@ems.schneider‐electric.com

jeff.downing@domtar.com

jennifer.dennis@semcoenergy.com

jgeer@michamber.com

jhammons@elpc.org

Updated 9/15/2017



Resource Adequacy Listserv
jharrison@uwua.net

jheston@fraserlawfirm.com

jlanglois@bomadet.org

john@michiganchemistry.com

jowen@wppienergy.org

jrice@cherrylandelectric.coop

jscripps@5lakesenergy.com

jseperic@outlook.com

jtomich@eenews.net

julie.voeck@nexteraenergy.com

jwbeattie@cmsenergy.com

jweeks@mpower.org

kadarkwa@itctransco.com

kaitlyn@instituteforenergyinnovation.org

kandlerb@rwca.com

karen.wienke@cmsenergy.com

kboothman@5lakesenergy.com

keith.troyer@cmsenergy.com

kelley.thomas@siemens.com

kenneth.piers@gmail.com

kkilpatrick@energyalliancegroup.org

kkorpi@michiganforest.com

kmyersbe@tclp.org

krolling@midcogen.com

lachappelle@varnumlaw.com

lclark@5lakesenergy.com

levasseur@fischerfranklin.com

ljbrooks@loomislaw.com

lsherman@5lakesenergy.com

lungerj@grandrapids.org

mark.barmasse@arcadis.com

mbarber@hillsdalebpu.com

michael.torrey@cmsenergy.com

mkearney@elpc.org

mkurta@karoub.com

mmpeck@fischerfranklin.com

mnofs@senate.michigan.gov

moodym2@michigan.gov

mpattwell@clarkhill.com

navneet.trivedi@vrindainc.com

ndreher@mwalliance.org

nicholas.griffin@dteenergy.com

nick.papanastassiou@enernoc.com

nluckey@invenergyllc.com

novakt4@michigan.gov

nplacer@gmail.com

npurcell@ecoworksdetroit.org

Updated 9/15/2017



Resource Adequacy Listserv
nsoberal@umich.edu

patrickj5@michigan.gov

paul.eory@lbwl.com

phil.rausch@hscpoly.com

philip.w.dennis@dteenergy.com

pmartindale@baycitymi.org

polip@michigan.gov

raaron@dykema.com

rajan.telang@dteenergy.com

rchandler@sempraglobal.com

rcoy@clarkhill.com

rejji.hayes@cmsenergy.com

richard.mathias@pjm.com

rickwilson@peninsula‐solar.com

rittenhousea@michigan.gov

rkonidena@misoenergy.org

rmccormack@invenergyllc.com

roseberryj@michigan.gov

roswald@pureeco.com

rsistevaris@aep.com

rstudley@house.mi.gov

rwilliamson@clarkhill.com

saarin1@michigan.gov

salas_jeff@yahoo.com

sgomberg@ucsusa.org

shannon.weigel@edisonenergy.com

sicilianocj@gmail.com

simoncl@michigan.gov

sjwestmoreland@gomega.org

slaugh35@gmail.com

smjansen@midamericanenergyservices.com

soria.talbot@nee.com

spayer@energyalliancegroup.org

srantala@energymarketers.com

stephanie.tsao@spglobal.com

stephen.lindeman@dteenergy.com

steve.brooks@versoco.com

steve.stubitz@citadel.com

steved@sesnet.com

steven.gaarde@cmsenergy.com

talbergs@michigan.gov

teresa.ringenbach@directenergy.com

thanrahan@wppienergy.org

theresa.uzenski@dteenergy.com

tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com

tking@wpsci.com

toni.noakes@cmsenergy.com

Updated 9/15/2017



Resource Adequacy Listserv
trainwater@developmentpartners.com

tutsock@svsu.edu

tweeks@mpower.org

wardin@midweststrategy.com

winston.feeheley@dteenergy.com

wrlcapgrp@aol.com

zach.halkola@pmpowergroup.com

zanderson@wpsci.com

Updated 9/15/2017



AES Special Distribution Service List –  
Company Name Email Address 
 
AEP Energy      mdutton@aepenergy.com 

CMS ERM Michigan, LLC    timothy.aufdencamp@cmsenergy.com 

Calpine Energy Solutions, LLC  greg.bass@calpinesolutions.com 

      clint.sandidge@calpinesolutions.com 

Constellation Energy Services, Inc. & 

Constellation NewEnergy Inc.  lael.campbell@constellation.com 

Dillon Power, LLC     shaundillon@dillonpower.com 

Direct Energy Business & 

Direct Energy Services    Teresa.ringenbach@directenergy.com 

EDF Energy Services, LLC    bill.hellinghausen@edfenergyservices.com 

Eligo Energy MI, LLC    regulatory@eligoenergy.com 

FirstEnergy Solutions    fesmarketpolicies@fes.com 

      crericha@firstenergycorp.com 

Interstate Gas Supply d/b/a IGS Energy  jobryant@igsenergy.com 

Just Energy Solutions, Inc.    jkeegan@justenergy.com 

Liberty Power Delaware, LLC & 

Liberty Power Holding, LLC   dmartos@libertypowercorp.com 

Michigan Gas & Electric   mmann@usgande.com 

MidAmerican Energy Services, LLC  jhdillavou@midamericanenergyservices.com 

Nordic Energy Services, LLC   regulatory@nordicenergy-us.com 

Plymouth Rock Energy, LLC   spersaud@plymouthenergy.com 

Powerone Corp    rami.fawaz@energyintl.com 

      rami.fawaz@gmail.com  

Premier Energy Marketing LLC   bschlansker@premierenergyllc.com 

Spartan Renewable Energy    cborr@spartanrenewable.com 

Texas Retail Energy, LLC    chris.hendrix@texasretailenergy.com 

U.P. Power Marketing, LLC    Zach.Halkola@pmpowergroup.com 

Wolverine Power Marketing Coop   cborr@wpsci.com 



U-18197 – Special Distribution - Cooperatives 
 
bob.hance@teammidwest.com 
dbraun@techmi.coop 
tharrell@algerdelta.com 
 tanderson@cherrylandelectric.coop 
bscott@glenergy.com 
debbie@ontorea.com 
bburns@pieg.com 
mkappler@homework.org 
sara.anderson@bayfieldelectric.com 
jomiller@Itctransco.com 
 



U-18197 – Special Distribution - Municipalities 
 

pnewton@baycitymi.org 

chxelect@cityofcharlevoix.net 

jhanifan@city-chelsea.org 

cornishk@villageofclinton.org 

pbeckhusen@muni.cbpu.com 

jpeck@croswell-mich.com 

crystalfallsmgr@hotmail.com 

villdagg@gmail.com 

jbradford@dowagiac.org 

kreinecke@ci.eaton-rapids.mi.us 

mfurmanski@escanaba.org 

mpolega@gladstonemi.com 

dwalters@mpower.org 

trichards@cityofharborsprings.com 

srickard@ci.hart.mi.us 

mbarber@hillsdalebpu.com 

dkoster@hollandbpw.com 

manager@lansemi.org 

rrp@lbwl.com 

sdonkersloot@lowell-light.org 

tcarpenter@mblp.org 

ttarkiewicz@cityofmarshall.com 

vilnby@sbcglobal.net 

jdunlap@nilesmi.org 

citymanager@norwaymi.gov 

neilsen@pawpaw.net 

jdavis@ci.petoskey.mi.us 

mikehyland@portland-michigan.org 

mmccoy@sebewaing.net 

lhalberstadt@south-haven.com 

kgiles@stlouismi.com 

kmarklein@stephenson-mi.com 

jgriffith@sturgismi.gov  

tarends@tclp.org 

cmattis@visitunioncity.com 

cmsecretary@cityofnegaunee.com 

chudson@wyan.org 

bcook@bpw.zeeland.mi.us 

citymanager@cityofwakefield.org 



GEMOTION DISTRIBUTION SERVICE LIST 
 

 

 

Updated 8-18-2017 

 

kadarkwa@itctransco.com ITC  
tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com Energy Michigan 
lachappelle@varnumlaw.com Energy Michigan 
CBaird-Forristall@MIDAMERICAN.COM  Mid American 
david.d.donovan@XCELENERGY.COM    Noble Americas 
ddasho@cloverland.com Cloverland 
bmalaski@cloverland.com Cloverland 
vobmgr@UP.NET                       Village of Baraga 
braukerL@MICHIGAN.GOV             Linda Brauker 
info@VILLAGEOFCLINTON.ORG            Village of Clinton 
jgraham@HOMEWORKS.ORG                Tri-County Electric Co-Op 
mkappler@HOMEWORKS.ORG               Tri-County Electric Co-Op 
psimmer@HOMEWORKS.ORG                Tri-County Electric Co-Op 
aurora@FREEWAY.NET                   Aurora Gas Company 
frucheyb@DTEENERGY.COM               Citizens Gas Fuel Company 
mpscfilings@CMSENERGY.COM            Consumers Energy Company 
jim.vansickle@SEMCOENERGY.COM        SEMCO Energy Gas Company 
kay8643990@YAHOO.COM                 Superior Energy Company 
ebrushford@UPPCO.COM                 Upper Peninsula Power Company 
christine.kane@we-energies.com  WEC Energy Group 
ghaehnel@uppco.com Upper Peninsula Power Company 
kerriw@TEAMMIDWEST.COM               Midwest Energy Coop 
dave.allen@TEAMMIDWEST.COM  Midwest Energy Coop 
meghant@TEAMMIDWEST.COM              Midwest Energy Coop 
tharrell@ALGERDELTA.COM              Alger Delta Cooperative 
tonya@CECELEC.COM                    Cherryland Electric Cooperative 
bscott@GLENERGY.COM                Great Lakes Energy Cooperative 
sculver@glenergy.com  Great Lakes Energy Cooperative 
panzell@glenergy.com Great Lake Energy Cooperative 
dmartos@LIBERTYPOWERCORP.COM  Liberty Power Delaware (Holdings) 
kmarklein@STEPHENSON-MI.COM          Stephson Utilities Department 
debbie@ONTOREA.COM                   Ontonagon County Rural Elec 
sharonkr@PIEG.COM                    Presque Isle Electric & Gas Cooperative, INC 
dbraun@TECMI.COOP                   Thumb Electric 
rbishop@BISHOPENERGY.COM             Bishop Energy 
mkuchera@AEPENERGY.COM          AEP Energy 
todd.mortimer@CMSENERGY.COM          CMS Energy 
jkeegan@justenergy.com Just Energy Solutions 
david.fein@CONSTELLATION.COM         Constellation Energy 
kate.stanley@CONSTELLATION.COM       Constellation Energy 
kate.fleche@CONSTELLATION.COM        Constellation New Energy 
mpscfilings@DTEENERGY.COM            DTE Energy 
bgorman@FIRSTENERGYCORP.COM     First Energy 
vnguyen@MIDAMERICAN.COM              MidAmerican Energy 
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rarchiba@FOSTEROIL.COM               My Choice Energy 
greg.bass@calpinesolutions.com Calpine Energy Solutions 
rabaey@SES4ENERGY.COM                Santana Energy 
cborr@WPSCI.COM                      Spartan Renewable Energy, Inc. (Wolverine Power Marketing Corp) 
john.r.ness@XCELENERGY.COM           Xcel Energy 
cityelectric@ESCANABA.ORG            City of Escanaba 
crystalfallsmgr@HOTMAIL.COM          City of Crystal Falls 
felicel@MICHIGAN.GOV                 Lisa Felice 
mmann@USGANDE.COM                    Michigan Gas & Electric 
mpolega@GLADSTONEMI.COM              City of Gladstone 
rlferguson@INTEGRYSGROUP.COM         Integrys Group 
lrgustafson@CMSENERGY.COM            Lisa Gustafson 
tahoffman@CMSENERGY.COM              Tim Hoffman 
daustin@IGSENERGY.COM                Interstate Gas Supply Inc 
krichel@DLIB.INFO                    Thomas Krichel 
pnewton@BAYCITYMI.ORG                Bay City Electric Light & Power 
Stephen.serkaian@lbwl.com Lansing Board of Water and Light 
George.stojic@lbwl.com Lansing Board of Water and Light 
jreynolds@MBLP.ORG                   Marquette Board of Light & Power 
bschlansker@PREMIERENERGYLLC.COM  Premier Energy Marketing LLC 
ttarkiewicz@CITYOFMARSHALL.COM       City of Marshall 
d.motley@COMCAST.NET                 Doug Motley 
blaird@michigan.gov  Dan Blair 
mpauley@GRANGERNET.COM               Marc Pauley 
ElectricDept@PORTLAND-MICHIGAN.ORG   City of Portland 
gdg@alpenapower.com                   Alpena Power 
dbodine@LIBERTYPOWERCORP.COM         Liberty Power 
leew@WVPA.COM                        Wabash Valley Power 
kmolitor@WPSCI.COM                   Wolverine Power 
ham557@GMAIL.COM                     Lowell S. 
AKlaviter@INTEGRYSENERGY.COM         Integrys Energy Service, Inc WPSES 
BusinessOffice@REALGY.COM               Realgy Energy Services 
landerson@VEENERGY.COM              Volunteer Energy Services 
Ldalessandris@FES.COM                First Energy Solutions 
mbarber@HILLSDALEBPU.COM              Hillsdale Board of Public Utilities 
mrzwiers@INTEGRYSGROUP.COM           Michigan Gas Utilities/Upper Penn Power/Wisconsin 
djtyler@MICHIGANGASUTILITIES.COM     Michigan Gas Utilities/Qwest 
donm@BPW.ZEELAND.MI.US              Zeeland Board of Public Works 
Teresa.ringenbach@directenergy.com  Direct Energy 
christina.crable@directenergy.com    Direct Energy 
Bonnie.yurga@directenergy.com       Direct Energy 
ryan.harwell@directenergy.com          Direct Energy    
johnbistranin@realgy.com Realgy Corp. 
jweeks@mpower.org Jim Weeks 
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mgobrien@aep.com  Indiana Michigan Power Company 
mvorabouth@ses4energy.com Santana Energy 
sjwestmoreland@voyager.net MEGA 
hnester@itctransco.com ITC Holdings 
lpage@dickinsonwright.com Dickinson Wright 
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