
ENVIRONMENTAL/OTHER SECTOR COMMENTS ON MISO’s MTEP17 SITING METHODOLOGY 
REFINEMENTS PRESENTED AT THE JUNE 15, 2016 PAC MEETING 

 
The Environmental/Other Sector (“E/O Sector”) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on 
MISO Staff’s presentation of MTEP17 Siting Methodology refinements presented at the June 15, 2016 
PAC meeting. We appreciate MISO’s responsiveness to our initial set of comments submitted on May 
12, 2016, and are in agreement with many of the refinements made to the Siting Methodology. 
 
We would like clarification on some of MISO’s responses to the comments our sector submitted on May 
12th and  have concerns that the methodology is not accurately considering transmission infrastructure 
costs in its RE zone siting. We also offer our perspective on areas where we believe additional analysis is 
required to maximize the effectiveness of this process and identify resource zones that will maximize 
the net benefits of MISO’s transition to a lower-carbon system.   

Responses to MISO’s June 15th PAC presentation: 
 Siting of RE based on individual states’ renewable needs: We want to clarify that the E/O 

Sector’s initial May 12th comments did NOT recommend siting renewable energy zones based on 
individual states’ renewable needs (as may have been suggested by other stakeholders) and that 
we do not support such a refinement to this process. Since many states and the CPP allow for 
the use of renewable resources from outside state boundaries, siting for renewable energy 
builds in states without specific requirements (i.e. ND, SD, MN and IA) is appropriate. This is 
particularly true given that these states have the highest capacity factors in MISO and currently 
have the highest amounts of generation in the queue. However, the E/O Sector does 
recommend that the capacity of the wind and solar zones in an LRZ/state, at a minimum, 
matches or exceeds planned near-term renewable energy builds in that LRZ or state and adjust 
or add zones accordingly (per our initial set of comments). 
 

 Analyzing wind resource zones at 100m hub heights: The E/O Sector is still confused about 
MISO’s assessment of potential shifts or additions of renewable energy zones based on 100m 
hub height for wind turbines as opposed to the VCE study’s assumption of 80m hub heights. It is 
not clear what MISO means in its response to comments that VCE responded that “allowing the 
algorithm to only select 100m or higher hub heights would likely increase capacity but not 
materially change the siting results.” Does this statement indicate that VCE did, in fact, perform 
a sensitivity modeling 100m hub heights as opposed to 80m, or is this merely informed 
speculation on the part of VCE and/or MISO? The Sector continues to recommend that MISO 
conduct a formal sensitivity to the VCE study that identifies wind zones at 100m hub heights.  
 
As we stated in our initial set of comments, wind resource maps consistently show a much more 
geographically disperse wind resource at 100m as opposed to 80m that could significantly shift 
where cost-effective wind-resource zones are located, particularly when transmission 
infrastructure costs are a key criteria in zone selection. The E/O Sector continues to believe that 
a sensitivity to the VCE study using 100m hub height could identify additional or preferred wind 
resources zones that will be important to meeting the growing demand for carbon-free energy 
in MISO and surrounding regions.  
 

 Accurately considering transmission infrastructure costs in identifying RE zones: Based on the 
presentations given at MISO’s April 28th Siting Methodology workshop, it is our understanding 



that the VCE study identifies renewable energy zones based on the balancing of two critical 
factors: (1) robustness of the resource and (2) the transmission infrastructure costs associated 
with bringing that resource onto the MISO system. This seems appropriate. However, the results 
of the VCE study combined with the assessment that a sensitivity done with 100m wind turbines 
as opposed to 80m would not produce additional or preferred RE zones raises concerns that 
that the study does not accurately reflect the desired balance between resource robustness and 
transmission infrastructure costs.  
 
The initial VCE study’s identification of wind resource zones totaling more than 2,200 MW in 
Michigan’s Upper Peninsula seems to reinforce this concern. A review of the study done in 
response to the potential closure of the Presque Isle coal plant in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula[1] 
indicates that the transmission infrastructure in that region cannot reliably serve the 
approximately 900 MW of load in that region (without maintaining operation of the Presque Isle 
station), thereby justifying the SSR payments to keep the Presque Isle coal plant in operation. 
Based on this study, it seems that the Upper Peninsula’s transmission infrastructure’s ability to 
carry wind addition of even 1,000 MW onto the MISO system is highly questionable without 
significant new transmission of such size and distance that it has been determined to be cost-
prohibitive compared to the significant SSR payments currently being paid. The VCE study’s 
determination that this region should  be considered for more than 2,200 MW of wind 
development under a 50% carbon reduction scenario given current transmission constraints 
raises concerns that resource robustness was the predominant (and potentially over-dominant) 
factor in VCE’s methodology.  
 
Our concern is further supported by VCE’s assertion that reevaluating wind zones based on 
100m hub-height would not identify new or additional zones, but only increase capacity in 
current zones. Given the geographic diversity of cost-effective wind resources at 100m 
compared to 80m, we would expect additional (or possibly preferable) wind resource zones to 
be identified based on the ability to locate 100m wind projects at sites with significantly lower 
transmission infrastructure costs. 
 
In sum, the results of the VCE study raise questions about the whether the study’s methodology 
accurately considers transmission infrastructure costs in its identification of renewable energy 
zones. 
 

 Removing the criteria for CTs to be located within 1-2 miles of a river or lake: In response to a 
comment submitted by other stakeholders, MISO has proposed removing the water restrictions 
on CTs in its siting methodology. The E/O Sector would like additional clarification on this 
proposal. What was the rationale for including the water restriction in the initial proposal and 
the subsequent rationale for removing this restriction? 

E/O Sector recommendations for further study and discussion: 
The E/O sector believes there are several areas where further study is warranted to ensure MISO is 
identifying and prioritizing renewable energy zones that will maximize the net benefits to the system. To 

                                                           
[1] See December 11, 2013 presentation: Attachment Y Requests with Reliability Issues: West Planning Region at 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/SPM/2013/20131211%20WSP
M/20131211%20WSPM%20Item%2008%20Generation%20Retirement%20Studies.pdf.  

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/SPM/2013/20131211%20WSPM/20131211%20WSPM%20Item%2008%20Generation%20Retirement%20Studies.pdf
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/SPM/2013/20131211%20WSPM/20131211%20WSPM%20Item%2008%20Generation%20Retirement%20Studies.pdf


this end, the E/O Sector respectfully submits the following recommendations for further study and 
discussion as this process progresses: 

 Addressing the imbalance of zones between MISO North and MISO South: the zones currently 
proposed by MISO (tiers 1-4) translate to more than 90 GW of wind and solar capacity in MISO 
north and only about 5 GW of solar in MISO south. To achieve VCE’s 50% CO2 reduction 
scenario, it is expected that significant fossil generation in MISO South will need to be replaced 
with zero-carbon renewable energy generation. However, given the limited transfer capability 
between MISO North and South, the sector is concerned that the potential shift in generation 
resources from south to north under these proposed renewable energy zones is not realistic. 
With this in mind, the Sector recommends that MISO study the potential for additional 
renewable energy resource zones within MISO South.  

 
To this end, the E/O Sector recommends that MISO study the potential to include additional 
solar resource zones within MISO-South. Also, and particularly in light of the long-term nature of 
transmission planning and development, the E/O Sector recommends that MISO begin 
evaluating the potential for wind development in the MISO South region based on NREL’s 
estimate of wind potential at 110m hub height.1 As the wind industry continues to build in low 
wind speed areas, it will install turbines at 110m+, thus we expect the ongoing transition to a 
lower-carbon electricity supply to eventually drive demand for accessing these higher wind 
resources. 
 

 Addressing the potential zonal market impacts of the RE zones: For generation generally, and 
especially for wind, wholesale price suppression matters for siting. At high penetrations of wind 
or solar, increased supply will suppress the value of power produced in the location where it is 
produced and lower the marginal value of increased output. All other things unchanged, this is 
an argument for broader distribution of generation than siting based on simple resource 
availability would suggest. Transmission can mitigate this, but at a cost. The E/O Sector believes 
that additional study is required to understand this market dynamic and identify changes in the 
renewable energy zone siting process that will facilitate successful market interactions that 
maximize benefits to the system. 
 

 Development of an overlay for optimal phase in of renewable energy zones over time: The E/O 
Sector continues to recommend that, as an additional step to identifying tiered renewable 
energy zones within the MISO footprint, that MISO staff develop one or more transmission 
overlays interconnecting the proposed renewable energy zones.  Transmission overlays will help 
inform how the renewable energy zones would best be phased in over time - taking into account 
the timeframe for current renewable energy requirements and the relative cost-effectiveness of 
the identified zones. 
 

 Inter-RTO planning: The E/O Sector also continues to emphasize the growing demand from 
states and regions to access MISO’s robust wind and solar resources. MISO should be planning 
for this increase in demand to move renewable energy into neighboring regions. To facilitate 
this, the E/O Sector continues to recommend the identification of additional renewable energy 
zones within the MISO region to accommodate inter-regional demand.  
 

                                                           
1 NREL’s State-by-state estimates of cost-effective wind potential at 80, 110, and 140m hub heights are available at 

http://apps2.eere.energy.gov/wind/windexchange/docs/wind_potential_80m_110m_140m_35percent.xlsx 

http://apps2.eere.energy.gov/wind/windexchange/docs/wind_potential_80m_110m_140m_35percent.xlsx


 Siting of distributed generation: It was also suggested at the April 28th workshop that MISO 
look at potential distributed generation locations from a system benefits perspective -- i.e. 
instead of attempting to predict where distributed generation resources will be built, to identify 
those areas where distributed generation resources might maximize benefits to the MISO 
system. As a future step in this process, the E/O Sector continues to recommend that MISO 
identify areas within its territory where these resources could provide cost-effective system 
benefits.  

 
The E/O Sector appreciates the opportunity to comment on this topic and the ongoing discussion 
opportunities that MISO provides. We are happy to respond to questions or provide clarifying comments 
upon request.  
 

Submitted on behalf of the Environmental-Other Sector 
 
 

Sam Gomberg 
Lead Midwest Energy Analyst 

Union of Concerned Scientists 
(312) 578-1750 (extension 17) 

sgomberg@ucsusa.org 
 


