BEFORE THE
OFFICE OF ELECTRICITY DELIVERY AND ENERGY RELIABILITY
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Preparation of the 2012 Congestion Study )

COMMENTSOF THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Pursuant to the Notice of Regional Workshops amguBst for Written Comments
published in the Federal Register on November @112 the Michigan Public Service
Commission (“Mich PSC”) hereby submits its comments

The Mich PSC appreciates the opportunity to comrmarthe transmission congestion
guestions posed by the Department of Energy (“DQ@&Nlichigan in connection with the DOE
National Electric Transmission Congestion 2012 $tutihe Mich PSC, as the regulatory
agency responsible for safe, reliable, and affdedalectricity service within Michigan, has an
interest in the study. While the Mich PSC doesp®storm its own internal transmission
congestion studies, we do, to fulfill our respongi review and evaluate detailed studies
performed by utilities under our jurisdiction, teamission owners, and regional transmission
operators (“RTOs”) on transmission planning, reseylanning and congestion issues. The
Mich PSC, therefore, strongly recommends that td&Deview the various transmission
planning and congestion studies already being dgrather entities for our state as it compiles
and performs its triennial nationwide study. Hestthat perform studies of Michigan’s
transmission system are listed at the end of tbesenents. Below, the Mich PSC addresses the

four specific inquiries raised by DOE relating be tpreparation of the 2012 Study.

176 Fed. Reg. 70122 (Nov. 10, 2011).
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1) Pertinent studiesthat you think DOE should review as part of its evaluation
of transmission congestion in your State or region.

Many transmission congestion studies involving iNyan are done by utilities under our
jurisdiction, transmission owners, and RTOs. ThehWSC staff actively monitors most, and
participates in some, of these studies. Given thesMich PSC suggests that the DOE review
the various transmission planning studies as ingattheir 2012 Study. Especially relevant are
the Midwest Independent Transmission System Opesdtd11SO”) Top Congested Flowgate
Sudy, which identifies the most significant congestpmints in the MISO system, and MISO’s
Loss of Load Expectation Sudy (“LOLE”).? PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PIM") also performs
studies that include the portion of southwest Mjelni that is within the PJM service territory.

The Mich PSC also recommends that DOE reviewMbahigan Wind Energy Resource
Zone Board Report that was completed in 2098nd resulting Mich PSC orderMichigan
Public Act 295 of 2008 (“PA 295”) established thend/Energy Resource Zone ("WERZ")
Board to undertake a forward-looking planning appfofor the interconnection of potential
wind energy projects in Michigan. This task inaddassessing the potential for wind energy
within Michigan’s borders and conducting relateddsts. Although the Board was appointed by
the Mich PSC, the Board exercised its powers anigglitand made its recommendations,
independently of the Mich PSC. Mich PSC'’s respdnsguestion #2 provides additional details
about this study.

The Mich PSC also recommends that the DOE consii@every useful studies performed
by RTOs and other stakeholders as part of the D e€d Eastern Interconnection Planning

Collaborative (“EIPC”) and the Eastern Interconm@tStates Planning Council (“EISPC”).

2 November 2011 LOLE Study:
https://www.midwestiso.org/Library/Repository/Stud@LE/2012%20LOLE%20Study%20Report.pdf
® http://www.dleg.state.mi.us/mpsc/renewables/wiradttwerzb_final_report.pdf

* http://efile.mpsc.state.mi.us/efile/viewcase. ptgsnum=15899&submit.x=0&submit.y=0

-2-



2) Actions Michigan agencies have taken since the publication of the 2009 study
that you think DOE should be awar e of asit preparesthe 2012 study.

As noted above, since the completion of the DOEdXat Electric Transmission
Congestion 2009 Study, the WERZ Board establisimeliuMichigan’s PA 295, completed a
2009 repor? that identified a list of regions within the statih the highest wind energy harvest
potential and conducted related studies.

The report pinpoints four main wind zones, all kechin Michigan’s Lower Peninsula.
PA 295 also directed the Mich PSC, through a forder, to designate the Michigan region
likely to be most productive for wind energy as finenary wind energy resource zone and
possibly designate additional wind energy resoames. The Mich PSC was to evaluate
projected costs and benefits regarding long-temmalyetion capacity and long-term needs for
transmission, along with ensuring that the designaif a wind zone did not represent
unreasonable harm to public convenience, healthsafety; and that any adverse impacts on
private property values would be minimal. PA 2%panstructed the Mich PSC to consider all
of the following factors when considering the fings of the WERZ Board before issuing its
final order determining the designation of a wimhe:

(a) Average annual wind velocity levels in the cegi

(b) Availability of land in the region that may hélized by wind energy conversion

systems.

(c) Existing wind energy conversion systems inrdggon.

(d) Potgntial for megawatt output of combined wamergy conversion systems in the

region.

(e) Other necessary and appropriate factors asihviindings are required by the Mich
PSC.

® http://www.dleg.state.mi.us/mpsc/renewables/wiradtwerzb_final_report.pdf
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The Mich PSC formally accepted the WERZ Board'saFReport, and through a final
order (U-15899 dated 1/27/f@jesignated Region i€, the “Thumb” area of the state) as the
primary wind energy resource zone and Region Aljggan County) as an additional wind
energy resource zone. The Mich PSC found thaettves regions of Michigan have the greatest
potential for wind development and will provide dmpind resources to meet the state’s
renewable portfolio standard of 10% by 2015. IT@dihgs Corp. (“ITC”), Wolverine Power
Supply Cooperative, Inc. (“Wolverine”), and Indiaichigan Power Company, a subsidiary of
American Electric Power Company (“AEP”), all paipiated in the U-15899 proceeding.

MISO relied on the results of the WERZ Board stadypart of theiRegional
Generation Outlet Sudy (“RGOS”) and their more recent assessment of afseigional
transmission projects, called the MultiValue Projeortfolio (“MVP”) to facilitate the delivery
of renewable energy across the MISO footprint t@etntiee renewable energy requirements of the
MISO states. One MVP project located in the Thuaréa is being constructed in the primary
renewable wind zone identified by the WERZ Board dasignated as a primary wind energy
resource zone by the Mich PSC.

3) Metrics Michigan agencies or others have used in gauging the existence or

significance of transmission congestion in your State or region.

Because the Mich PSC relies on the studies of stlnex rely on the metrics the entities
use in such studies when gauging the existenaamgmission congestion in Michigan and the
Eastern Interconnection. Some of the metrics byddISO, PJM, and other RTOs, include
binding hours, production cost savings and avditglaf financial transmission rights. For

information on specific metrics, the Mich PSC recoemds that the DOE review the metrics

® MPSC case details: http://efile.mpsc.state. mifils/eiewcase.php?casenum=15899&submit.x=0&submi.y
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RTOs use when performing transmission planning esipa analyses and transmission

congestion studies.

4) Obstaclesto theremoval or mitigation of significant transmission congestion.

In general, the time required for planning andding electric resources (both generation
and demand response) and transmission infrasteuisttine most significant obstacle for
removing or mitigating transmission congestion. éféhcongestion is chronic, the lack of
adequate deliverable resources or adequate trasiemisfrastructure is a significant obstacle to
the mitigation of transmission congestion, becarsrgy from available resources cannot
economically get to the intended load if deliveeatdsources or existing transmission lines are
overloaded or non-existent. The cost of achieaimgbust reliable transmission system that can
relieve congestion and deliver lower-cost energglss a large barrier and in some cases, less
economical than resource solutions. Specific#tlg,allocation of costs in relation to the
benefits of transmission upgrades or expansioasngjor concern for State Commissions as we
try to balance the interests of ratepayers, wditand our state’s economies. Considering
Michigan’s economy, we must ensure that energywoess are not assuming unnecessary risk
or paying for more than their share of benefitsyjted by infrastructure construction that is
intended to relieve the congestion.

Michigan has some unique circumstances that codetacles to the mitigation of
transmission congestion. One is our unique gebtyrao peninsulas with primary land-based
transmission interconnections with Ontario and PAvtonsequence of this is that the Upper
Peninsula (“UP”) receives a small portion of theS@l energy flow from the west, while the
majority flows south around Lake Michigan througsignificantly congested area in northern

Indiana and lllinois. There is also some loop flareund Lake Michigan and considerable loop
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flow around Lake Erie that impacts the Lower Peulias Within our state, insufficient
transmission capacity (and sometimes inadequatergigon resources) to accommodate
unmitigated loop flows at peak hours can be a matpstacle to mitigating congestion, especially
in the UP where a relatively small transmissiomasfructure, corresponding to the UP’s small
load, exists today.

Using a UP example, when energy flows east fromc@fisin into the UP, the
infrastructure in the eastern UP is unable to caegessary energy to loads without causing
numerous outages and overloads for UP customéris. combination of unique physical
barriers, relatively small and widely dispersedioas well the lack of a transmission
infrastructure that can handle unmitigated loogvflpose obstacles to effective mitigation and
removal of transmission congestion.

Second, Michigan has two interconnected RTOs (M&&® PJM) serving our state. This
presents the state with seams-related issues whete/o RTOs abut, both within the state and
with transfer capability across state lines. Adstmative barriers and transmission transfer
capability between MISO and PJM that can limit aibdity of entities to effectively move
energy and other energy products such as capdfidigm,tly across seams is another obstacle.
Renewed work on a joint and common market, moteiefft sesams administration, and joint
RTO planning for more robust transmission coulé\a#ite seams-related congestion issues.
The DOE should recognize these potential admiriiger@and market solutions in its congestion
study. The preferable solutions to removing oligating congestion therefore, are not limited to
building transmission infrastructure.

Finally, Michigan has a hybrid system of regulaticimost all of the transmission

assets in Michigan have been divested to separdépendent transmission companies regulated



by FERC. Our Mich PSC-jurisdictional utilities aggically integrated generation and
distribution companies. In addition, a small pmmtof our load is on retail choice, which means
their load is served with power sold from othelorgses and delivered by the incumbent utility.
The other sources can include independent powelupess in Michigan. This means that all
possible solutions to deal with transmission cohges generation, distribution, and
transmission expansions and upgrades; energyesfligi and demand response - are not
considered in the same company or the same regufateim. Similar obstacles can occur in
states that have divested generation or that hguadisant independent power generation or
merchant transmission construction. The impetusitd regional transmission planning without
a corresponding regional generation planning pcasa create obstacles to mitigating
congestion and achieving optimal cost-effectiveisohs.

The Mich PSC thanks DOE for giving us an opportutetprovide comments for the

National Electric Transmission Congestion 2012 $tud



The following is a list of entities whose transmissand/or resource planning and
congestion studies have been valuable to the M8 i the past and could provide DOE
valuable insights.

* Consumers Energy

* Detroit Edison

* International Transmission Company
e American Transmission Company

» Wolverine Power Supply Cooperative
* Midwest ISO

e PIM

Respectfully Submitted,

THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

/s John D. Quackenbush
Chairman of the Michigan Public Service
Commission

/s/ Orjakor N. Isiogu
Commissioner of the Michigan Public Service
Commission

/s Greg R. White

Commissioner of the Michigan Public Service
Commission

6545 Mercantile Way, Suite 7

Lansing, M1 48911

By its counsel:

BILL SCHUETTE
Attorney General

Steven D. Hughey (P32203)
Patricia S. Barone (P29560)
Assistant Attorneys General
Public Service Division

6545 Mercantile Way, Suite 15
Lansing, Ml 48911
Telephone: (517) 241-6680
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Dated: January 31, 2012

David D’Alessandro

Kelly A. Daly

John E. McCaffrey

M. Denyse Zosa

Special Assistant Attorneys General
Stinson Morrison Hecker LLP

1775 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 800

Washington, DC 20006

Telephone: (202) 785-9100



