
Integration of Resource, Distribution, and 
Transmission Planning 

Advanced Planning Stakeholder Meeting
October 21, 2020



Agenda Items

1:00 PM Welcome/Introductions/Review Feedback Jesse Harlow (MPSC)

1:10 PM Ways to Align DP and IRP- What should be aligned and why? Jeff Smith & Jason Taylor (EPRI)

2:05 PM Overview of NARUC NASEO Efforts John Shenot (RAP)

2:30 PM Break

2:35 PM The Importance of Aligning Planning Processes John Shenot (RAP)

3:00 PM Planning Alignment focused on Distribution Generation and Non-Wires Alternative Juliet Homer (PNNL)

3:50 PM Staff Straw Proposal (Executive Directive 2020-10) Jesse Harlow (MPSC)

4:20 PM Closing Jesse Harlow (MPSC)

4:30 PM Adjourn Jesse Harlow (MPSC)



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

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

4. The presentations for all the meetings are posted 
to the Advanced Planning webpage.
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 9/24 Meeting

At the conclusion of the 9/24 meeting for the MPG Advanced 
Planning workgroup, Staff solicited comments from interested 
parties, asking the following questions:

1. Are there additional areas within the four subjects introduced on 
9/24/2020 (Alignment of IRP/DP/TP, Forecasting, Transmission 
Planning, Valuing Generation Diversity) that need additional 
clarification?

2. Are there subtopics within these subjects that Staff did not 
mention, and you would like to see addressed during future 
meetings?

3. Do you believe Staff adequately introduced the items addressed in 
the August 20, 2020 order in Case No. U-20633 during the 9/24/20 
meeting? If not, please explain.
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 9/24 Meeting

1. Are there additional areas within the four subjects introduced 
on 9/24/2020 (Alignment of IRP/DP/TP, Forecasting, 
Transmission Planning, Valuing Generation Diversity) that 
need additional clarification?

• Impact of FERC Order No. 2222, which allows for the aggregation 
of DERs, and its implication on the grid as a whole and on planning 
processes;

• Does the Commission Staff intend to consider externalities not 
inside the “energy box” such as resource management, price 
hedging against commodity fuels, and other indirect economic 
impacts when considering diversity?
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 9/24 Meeting

2.  Are there subtopics within these subjects that Staff did not 
mention, and you would like to see addressed during future 
meetings?

• Workgroup should discuss how to utilize the RTO’s long-term 
transmission expansion planning processes to facilitate better 
integration of transmission planning with generation expansion 
and distribution system planning;

• Encourage examination of financial incentives as a potential 
barrier to forward-looking resource planning, opportunity to 
encourage utilities to examine the full range of possible solutions 
on a level playing field;
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 9/24 Meeting

3. Do you believe Staff adequately introduced the items 
addressed in the August 20, 2020 order in Case No. U-20633 
during the 9/24/20 meeting? If not, please explain.

• Insufficient attention was given to the concept of resiliency; 
specifically focusing on the value of resiliency to the grid, and the 
ability of DERs to enhance resiliency.

◦ Encourage the Commission to pursue methods to determine the value of 
the resiliency benefits different resources provide and that this value is 
captured in planning processes.
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 9/24 Meeting

Additional topics addressed in Stakeholder comments:

• Consideration of Environmental Justice (EJ)/ Public health concerns 
as part of workgroup discussion and final recommendations;

• Involvement of EGLE, Michigan Advisory Council for Environmental 
Justice and other members of EJ and public health community in 
workgroup;

• Consideration of impact of “deep electrification” of the grid (i.e. 
conversion from gas to electric heating and wide-scale EV adoption);

• Is the fact that resource planning is very long-term and distribution 
planning relatively short-term a barrier to full integration of IRP and 
distribution planning goals?
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Summarized Stakeholder Comments from 9/24 Meeting

Additional topics addressed in Stakeholder comments:

• The merits and challenges of using benefit-cost analyses to equitably 
compare resource, distribution and transmission alternatives should be 
considered;

• Consideration of the use of renewable energy zones for siting new 
renewables to address disconnect between identification of resource 
needs in IRPs without identifying specific locations;

• Growth of DERs and their ability to provide grid services, including NWAs, 
has implications for the entire grid and planning processes should reflect 
the flexible value of these resources.



Summarized Stakeholder Comments Feedback Request
Comment: Does the Commission Staff intend to consider externalities not inside the “energy box” such as 
resource management, price hedging against commodity fuels, and other indirect economic impacts when 
considering diversity?
 Request: 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?

Comment: Insufficient attention was given to the concept of resiliency; specifically focusing on the value of 
resiliency to the grid, and the ability of DERs to enhance resiliency?
 Request: In what ways could resiliency be addressed in an IRP?

Comment: Consideration of the use of renewable energy zones for siting new renewables to address 
disconnect between identification of resource needs in IRPs without identifying specific locations.
 Request: 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?
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Please send feedback responses to 
Danielle Rogers by October 28. 

RogersD8@michigan.gov



Ways to align DP and IRP – What should 
be aligned and why?

Jeff Smith and Jason Taylor (EPRI)
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Perspectives on Aligned Planning

John Shenot, The Regulatory Assistance Project
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5 Minute Break

Please mute your microphone and turn off your camera 
during break.
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Planning Alignment Focused on 
Distributed Generation and Non-Wires 

Alternatives
Juliet Homer, P.E., Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
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Compliance with Governor’s Executive 
Directive: Emission’s tracking in IRPs

Jesse Harlow
Manager, Resource Adequacy and Retail Choice Section

MPSC



Background on Executive Directive (ED) 2020-10

• Gov. Whitmer issued ED 2020-10 and Executive Order 
(EO) 2020-182, on September 23, 2020

• Pursuant to this ED, Michigan joined the United States 
Climate Alliance, which aligns the State’s carbon 
reduction goals with the Paris Climate Accord

• Commits Michigan to a goal of achieving a 28% 
reduction below 1999 levels in greenhouse gas 
emissions by 2025

• Aims to achieve economy-wide carbon neutrality by 2050
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Impact of ED 2020-10 on Utility IRPs

• Directs department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy (EGLE) to “expand its environmental advisory 
opinion filed…in the [MPSC’s] Integrated Resource Plan 
Process under MCL sections 460.6t and 460.6s”

• EGLE’s expanded role includes determining potential 
impacts of resource plans and whether IRP is consistent 
with emissions reduction goals in ED 2020-10

• EGLE must also consider environmental justice and 
health impacts under the Michigan Environmental 
Protection Act
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Council on Climate Solutions

• Created by Gov. Whitmer’s EO 2020-182, consists of 
directors of departments of the State government and 
other leaders of State government

• Chair Scripps is representing the MPSC on this Council

• Council will advise EGLE in formulating and overseeing 
the implementation of the Mi Healthy Climate Plan
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Emissions Reporting Options for IRPs filed in 2023 or After

Four options considered in the Straw Proposal to meet ED 2020-10 for utilities 
filing IRPs in 2023 or after



Emissions Reporting Options for IRPs filed before 2023
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Two options considered in the straw proposal to meet ED 2020-10 for 
utilities filing an IRP before 2023 



CO2 Emissions Tracking in Option 1 Example
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CO2 Emissions Tracking in Option 2/3 Example
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CO2 Emissions Tracking in Option 4 Example
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Feedback Request

• Executive Directive 
◦ Any interested person that wishes to propose an alternative 

method for satisfying the ED should submit to Naomi Simpson 
by October 23. 

◦ SimpsonN3@michigan.gov

• Stakeholder Feedback Requests
◦ Please submit responses to the stakeholder feedback 

comments received to Danielle Rogers by October 28.

◦ RogersD8@michigan.gov
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Thank You

Upcoming Advanced Planning Stakeholder Meetings
November 6

November 18
December 16


