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Workgroup Instructions

1. This meeting is being recorded.

2. Please be sure to mute your lines.

3. There will be opportunities for question/comments after each of the sections 
identified in the agenda. Please type questions into the chat function or use the “raise 
hand” function during this time. We will open it up to those on the phone after those 
using the chat function. 

4. Questions will be addressed at the end of each presentation segment.

5. We will be requesting comments after all of the meetings which will be posted to the 
webpage.

6. The presentations for all the meetings are posted to the Advanced Planning 
webpage.
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Adam Diamant

Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)
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Bob Thomas

Dominion
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Michael Rib

Duke Energy
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30 Minute Lunch Break

Please mute your microphone and turn off your camera 
during break.



Andrew Williamson

Indiana Michigan Power Company
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Douglas Jester

Joint Commenters
Ecology Center, ELPC, MEC, NRDC, Sierra Club, UCS, Vote Solar
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Naomi Simpson

MPSC Staff



Workgroup Timeline for ED 2020-10
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MPG Advanced Planning, Integration of GD&T Planning
October 21 Staff presented Straw Proposal

November 6 Alternative Proposals were presented

November 17 Feedback due on all proposals 

December 15 Staff will file its recommendation*

January 12 Stakeholder comments due in Case No. U-20633*

* Per Commission Order in Case No U-20633, October 29, 2020



Stakeholder Discussion

Staff clarification about its response to comments regarding:

The merits and challenges of using benefit-cost analyses 
to equitably compare resources, distribution and 
transmission alternatives.

After further review, Staff would like to provide clarification;

After the next round of utility distribution plans have been 
submitted in August 2021, there will be some 
additional discussion specifically addressing BCA coming 
from the MPG Distribution Planning efforts in U-20147.
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 10/21 Meeting

In what ways could resiliency be addressed and modeled in 
an IRP?

• Start by clearly defining resiliency, establish the goals to 
be accomplished, and metrics by which to measure it.

• Quantitative and qualitative measures could be included 
in an analysis.

• May be best addressed in distribution planning processes.
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Stakeholder Discussion 

Commenters highlighted the need for a definition of resiliency.

• National Infrastructure Advisory Council’s definition of 
resilience, adopted in 2009, is 

“the ability to reduce the magnitude and/or duration of disruptive events. The 
effectiveness of a resilient infrastructure or enterprise depends upon its ability to 
anticipate, absorb, adapt to, and/or rapidly recover from a potentially disruptive 
event.”

• NARUC defines resilience as 
“the robustness and recovery characteristics of utility infrastructure and 
operations, which avoid or minimize interruptions of service during an 
extraordinary and hazardous event.”

87Information obtained from Statewide Energy Assessment Report



Stakeholder Discussion 
Commission's guidance in U-20147, pp 48-49.
• Agrees with DTE Electric on the description of resilience, in terms of the 

ability to restore power following a major catastrophic event.

• Commission also thinks about this term more broadly:

◦ Planning to mitigate more localized, high-impact outages caused by equipment 
issues, access limitations, or system configurations that inhibit timely restoration 
or backup capabilities;

◦ Resilience should consider the vulnerability of loads that would affect public 
health, safety, or security under an extended outage, and related mitigation 
strategies to ensure continuity of service;

◦ Commission underscores the importance of robust, risk-based resilience 
evaluations and mitigation strategies as part of distribution planning efforts.
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Stakeholder Discussion 
With respect to resilience regarding aligning planning processes 
and reflecting that in the MIRPP/Filing Requirements;
• Is resilience accounted for in sensitivities analysis and risk 

assessment? If not, should it be and if so, how?

• Is resilience accounted for through the MISO planning process 
by meeting PRMR requirements? If not, should it be and if 
so, how?

• Is the N-1-1 planning criteria used in transmission planning 
useful for distribution planning?

• Should resiliency investments be identified in distribution 
planning feed into IRP or vice versa?

• What are the touchpoints between distribution planning and IRP 
that will align the processes when addressing resiliency?
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 10/21 Meeting

What specific externalities do stakeholders think should be addressed 
that are not currently addressed in the Michigan Integrated 
Planning Parameters (MIRPP) document? What specific changes to 
the MIRPP would address these externalities?

•Current requirements are adequate, and no changes are needed.

•Require an assessment of:

◦ system weakness under various DER penetration scenarios;

◦ the benefits of enhanced transmission capacity;

◦ modeling to optimize system capability and investment.

•Require an upfront assessment of externalities in IRPs.
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Stakeholder Discussion

Planning
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Impacts

Commenters identified the 
need to include externalities 
in planning processes.



Stakeholder Discussion 

With respect to externalities regarding the 
MIRPP/Filing Requirements;
• To what extent do current scenarios, sensitivities, and 

risk address externalities?

• Does a probabilistic risk assessment play a role in 
addressing externalities?

• What externalities best lend themselves to a 
qualitative analysis?

• To what extent should the analysis of externalities 
influence the IRP filing? Transmission planning? 
Distribution planning?
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 10/21 Meeting

What are appropriate ways to address the disconnect between resource 
needs in an IRP and future unknown resource locations? Are there studies 
that need to be performed, communication channels that need to be 
established, or other possible solutions?

• Flag locations that may no longer be optimal.

• Define scenarios that provide a range of possible outcomes instead of 
attempting to find the “right answer”.

• This is not necessarily a “disconnect” because IRP resources are not 
definitive to a particular location. If system constrains are the driver, IRPs 
can identify these locations.

• Hosting capacity analysis (HCA) could be an answer and utilities are 
working on this through the August 20, 2020 order in U-20147.
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Stakeholder Discussion 

September 24th and October 21 comments identified the need 
to address Non-Wires Alternatives more specifically.

Staff Observations
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Utilities include resources that could be NWA's as resource alternatives for the 
IRP model to select.

Often these resources are seen by the model as "buckets".

In error, Staff inadvertantly did not include energy efficiency as a Non-
Wires Alternative on October 21.

NWAs are demand or supply-side resources, but those same resources are not 
necessarily NWAs unless they are targeted to defer a specific grid investment.



Stakeholder Discussion 
With respect to Non-Wires Alternatives regarding the 
MIRPP/Filing Requirements and aligning planning processes;

• Do stakeholders agree that non-wires alternatives includes 
storage, solar, wind, demand response, CVR and energy waste 
reduction?

• Do stakeholders agree that a non-wires alternative is location 
specific and alleviates some traditional investment in a 
targeted geographic area?

• Juliet Homer's presentation identified several types of NWA 
analyses identifying benefits and costs across planning 
processes. Do stakeholders feel one planning process drives 
another when evaluating and selecting NWAs?
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Feedback Request

1. Please provide comments about the Staff Straw Proposal 
and alternative proposals. 

◦ What is a reasonable path forward? Your feedback is critical!

2. Please provide any comments related to the expert 
presentations from EPRI, Duke Energy, Dominion. 

Stakeholder Feedback Requests
Please submit responses to the stakeholder feedback comments 

received to Danielle Rogers by November 17.
RogersD8@michigan.gov
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Thank You

Upcoming Advanced Planning Stakeholder Meetings
November 18
December 16


