
City Utilities of Springfield Reaction to the Seams White Paper for Organization of MISO 
States (OMS) and SPP Regional State Committee (RSC) Liaison Committee 

Questions 

1. What do you believe to be the single most important/impactful seams issue and what 
barriers are preventing resolution? If applicable, include two to four additional priority 
items the regulators should focus on. 
 
The single most impactful seams issue between SPP and MISO is an apparent difference of 
operating and planning philosophies and the continued, fundamental disagreement between 
SPP and MISO concerning the sharing of available system [transfer] capacity.  Not only, have 
these differences of opinion prevented both parties from fully recognizing, the reliability and 
economic benefits of proposed joint projects, but the impact has caused at least one “near 
miss” reliability scenario and significant congestion costs that have not been fully compensated. 
 

2. How should the RTOs weigh the benefits of more efficient seams operation against 
focusing on maximizing intra-RTO efficiencies and operation? 
 
Both efforts should be weighted equally, and the most cost-effective solution should be 
pursued.  However, the conditions and benefits used to evaluate potential projects or processes 
should reflect realistically expected conditions. 
 

3. What areas of the whitepaper do you agree and disagree with? Why?   
 
Overall, City Utilities of Springfield agrees with the statement of issues and identified 
changes/improvements as discussed in the paper.  However, as discussed below, we believe 
that all parties need to validate the assumptions in their respective planning model(s) against 
actual operating conditions—normal and adverse—experienced on the system. 
 

4. Are there seams issues that you believe were left out?  
 
Yes.  City Utilities of Springfield believes that the M2M process should be studied to determine 
the extent to which all M2M congestion costs are being captured and compensated.  Please see 
additional discussion.  
 

5. What seams issue(s) require additional analysis and study prior to solution 
identification?   
 
A process for allocating the cost of seams project is needed in each RTO’s respective 
transmission tariff.  This would prevent delays or barriers in completing projects that have been 
jointly reviewed and approved by the RTOs for construction. 
 



What should the goal of such an analysis/study be and what metrics or other measurable 
information should it include? 
 
The goal of every analysis and effort related to seams issues should be the overall efficiency of 
planning and operating the combined systems.  However, the integrity of this analysis demands 
that plan(s) are based on real conditions and that operations are based on the plan(s), and costs 
for inter-regional planning and operations should be correctly assigned based on benefit.  Please 
see additional discussion. 
 

Nature of Firm Transmission Service 

Firm Transmission Service is defined by NERC as “The highest quality (priority) service offered to 
customers under a filed rate schedule that anticipates no planned interruption.”  The phrase “no 
planned interruption” is significant because Firm Transmission Service is planned for and sold on an N-1 
basis.  This means that the Firm Transmission Service is expected to be available under not only 
expected, but adverse (N-1) conditions such as the loss of a transmission facility.  Non-Firm Transmission 
Service, on the other hand, is not expected to be available on any sort of continuous basis, especially 
during adverse conditions on the electric system. 

As said above, to maintain Firm Transmission Service the underlying system must be planned and built 
to handle the expected firm flow for the loss of any single facility, or other adverse condition (i.e. loss of 
generation or high demand on the system).  If the transmission system is not planned and built to meet 
this condition, then the transmission service must be non-firm. 

Non-Firm Transmission Service historically has been used mostly for economic transactions on a 
situational, short-term basis—purchasing from a remote source to replace a more expensive, but Firm 
resource.  Firm Transmission Service is necessary to ensure reliable, uninterrupted power transfers from 
remote resources.  SPP has long recognized this distinction in their resource adequacy requirements 
which require not only firm power resource commitments, but also delivery of those resources upon 
Firm Transmission Service.  This concept of “assured deliverability” is also present in SPP’s 
determination of Reserve Zones in the SPP Integrated Marketplace to carry Operating Reserves in 
diverse areas of their footprint to be able to deliver reserves to any area of their region under adverse 
conditions. 

Under the settlement agreement in EL14-21-000, MISO and SPP agreed that flows from MISO North to 
MISO South above 1,000 MW were only usable on “a non-firm, as-available basis.”  This should set an 
expectation by both regions that these excess flows are not planned for, and should not be counted on 
for reliable, uninterrupted power transfers, especially under adverse conditions.  Weather-related 
events such as the one described in January 2018 are particularly troublesome because issues related to 
generator performance and/or high demand are likely to exist in both regions simultaneously.  

Operational Observation is a Critical Part of the Planning Process 

The goal of planning for any endeavor should be to anticipate expected conditions and to identify the 
tools or techniques that will be needed to execute the plan, even during adverse conditions.  Experience 
in operating according to the plan will identify areas in which the plan might be improved during future 



planning efforts.  This type of feedback for constant improvement is necessary to maximize the benefit 
of the planning process and to optimize the operation of the system. 

City Utilities and Southwest Power Pool have worked together to incorporate actual operating 
conditions into the planning process to identify reliability and economic issues that otherwise would not 
have been found during the intra-regional planning process.  To move the inter-regional planning 
process(es) forward, it is crucial that all parties—including AECI, which is outside the scope of this white 
paper—participate, share a common vision of anticipated conditions, and agree on the usage and 
limitations of the existing system. In the future, a trilateral agreement between SPP, MISO, and AECI 
might provide a more comprehensive solution to mitigate issues. 

Challenges Result from Failures in Planning or Failure to Execute the Plan 

If the system is planned for realistic conditions and adversities (N-1) and the plan is executed properly, 
then the system should be prepared to reliably withstand any anticipated condition.  Said otherwise, 
when a reliability event occurs during conditions that should be anticipated, then a failure has occurred 
in properly planning or properly following the plan. 

The events of January 2018 represent a “close call” and should serve as a warning that both the planning 
process and operating process need to be reviewed.  The key driver of events that unfolded that day 
was cold weather.  As described in the whitepaper, cold weather forced a significant increase in load 
above normal levels, and a significant decrease in generation in the MISO South area.  Despite having a 
plan in place to communicate expectations for cold-weather preparedness, several entities failed to plan 
and prepare for cold-weather operations.  Cold-weather preparedness was identified as a reliability risk 
after a cold-weather event in early 2011.  NERC issued an industry guideline in 2013 to encourage 
generators to anticipate and prepare for winter conditions.  Simply put, if generators do not prepare for 
anticipated conditions, then the planning process should not consider their output as an available 
option.  As discussed in the white paper, some entities within SPP were within a single contingency (N-1) 
of shedding load.  It seems completely inequitable that reliability for consumers in SPP was put at risk 
because of planning and operational failures in MISO.  

The settlement agreement between SPP and MISO stipulates flow from MISO North to MISO South will 
not exceed 3,000 MW.  Actual flow approaching 4,000 MW was never anticipated or planned for any 
scenario, and imposed a burden.  Similarly, MISO’s plan to transfer up to 3,000 MW from North to South 
to prevent load shedding conflict with the settlement agreement that flow above 1,000 MW would be 
only on a non-firm, as-available basis. 

SPP and MISO have reviewed these events and made changes and clarifications to their operating 
procedures.  However, it is unclear if any efforts are in motion to include these lessons in the planning 
process for both regions’ intra-regional and inter-regional planning efforts.  Events such as those 
described in January and September 2018 are not “once-in-a-lifetime” occurrences.  MISO 
acknowledges that they have experienced 8 emergency operations events since 2011, and the white 
paper cites two separate events in 2018.  This calls into question whether the necessary scenarios and 
conditions have been included in the planning process. 

Economic Impact of Market-to-Market Congestion is not Fully Compensated 



The SPP-MISO Joint Operating Agreement (JOA) describes a process for coordinating the impact of 
power flows by one region on transmission congestion in the other region.  This process is commonly 
referred to as Market-to-Market (M2M) Coordination.  As described above, entities within each RTO 
have historically built transmission and retain Firm Transmission rights to deliver power from generation 
to load.  However, because of the physics of electricity these power flows are not limited to or bound by 
ownership or contractual rights.  M2M allows SPP and MISO to monitor and control the impact of their 
respective market flows on one another, and when an area of the transmission system becomes 
constrained, it allows the most economic generation dispatch between the two RTOs to utilize the 
available transfer capability.  If either RTO utilizes more than their allotted Firm Flow Entitlement on an 
M2M flowgate, then they will compensate the other RTO for the increased congestion. 

M2M coordination and congestion management improve the overall efficiency of the combined 
markets, but as the frequency and magnitude of M2M flow and congestion become greater, inequities 
in the payment and distribution of congestion payments can be created.   

Power flow between any two discrete points on the transmission grid will impact flow on multiple 
transmission lines.  The magnitude of these impacts depends primarily on voltage class of the element 
and proximity to the “contract path” and can range from less than 1% to more than 10% of the transfer 
amount.  In RTO markets, the overwhelming number of incremental, discrete transfers is significant 
when studied collectively.  In Attachment 1 of the MISO-SPP JOA, the process for defining Reciprocally 
Coordinated constraints (Flowgates) is defined.  Essentially, a Reciprocally Coordinated Flowgate (RCF) is 
created if the power flow created by one party has a 5% or greater impact on a flowgate owned by the 
other party, as determined in a study process using a power flow model.  This list of RCFs is further 
refined by determining if a discrete generator-to-load transaction by a party has a 5% or greater impact 
on the other region’s flowgate, or if the combined market flow of the impacting party has a 25% or 
greater impact.  These are both very high bars for a flowgate to pass the M2M Flowgate test, and as 
stated previously, the study(ies) being used to evaluate these impacts may not necessarily reflect the 
actual conditions observed on the electric system thereby understating the impacts of M2M flows.  

Because of the high testing standard to become an M2M Flowgate, there are many flowgates in both 
RTOs that are impacted (but less than the 5% or 25% thresholds), but not recognized or compensated 
through the M2M process.  The congestion on these flowgates is real, and the economic impact of this 
congestion is not correctly assigned to the party causing it to occur.  If the M2M congestion is nearly 
balanced between SPP and MISO, it is arguable that the “economic harm” created by this unaccounted 
congestion will be similarly balanced.  However, as shown on page 8 of the white paper, MISO’s impact 
on SPP is much greater than SPP’s impact on MISO.  Also, by not recognizing and compensating the full 
economic impact of M2M congestion, the value of building a transmission project to reduce this 
congestion is not fully demonstrated. 

 Our recommendation is to revisit the appropriateness of the percentage thresholds using historical 
data, and to study the total cost of congestion created by flows within a neighboring region. 

Interface Bus Composition 

Interchange activities across markets impact M2M constraints and they are reflected in the market 
model as injections or withdrawals on buses that make up the Interfaces. SPP’s definition of its MISO 
interface is shown to consist of 7,504 buses and includes buses in NIPS area as far east as northern 



Indiana. MISO’s definition of its SPP interface is shown to consist of 1,698 buses, and includes buses in 
SPS area, an area farthest west portion of the SPP market. Inconsistencies in the interface definitions 
across the two markets will exacerbate the double charging of congestion for delivery of electricity 
across the two markets, which is the “Congestion Overlap” issue that is specified in the Seams White 
Paper on page 12.  Additionally, MISO-PJM study showed that the inconsistencies in the interface 
definition may create wrong price signals to where the price differentials reflect the wrong incentives 
toward a more efficient market.  

After a series of studies, MISO and PJM agreed to align their interface definitions. We think it would be 
appropriate for SPP Staff and stakeholders to review those studies and determine if aligning the 
interface definitions would limit the issues of Congestion Overlap and improve interface pricing signals.  

Summary 

Coordinating planning and operation along the seams between RTO market (and non-market) areas is 
critical to maximizing the efficiency of each region and for protecting the consumers in each area from 
incurring costs which do not provide a benefit.  SPP and MISO have a long history of coordinating efforts 
to accomplish this, but several key issues still exist to prevent a complete successful implementation of 
both RTOs.  The issues that City Utilities of Springfield, as a customer on eastern edge of the SPP RTO, 
have identified are: 

1. Disconnects between Planning and Operational assumptions in both intra-regional and inter-
regional processes. 

2. The M2M coordination process is creating costs for customers in one region for the benefit of 
customers in the other region, and these costs are not being fully compensated. 

3. The benefits of transmission projects which could improve the operation between MISO and SPP 
are not being fully expressed because of both issues 1 and 2, above. 

All these issues should be studied further to better understand their impacts to economics and 
reliability.  The goal of any evaluation of problems and solutions between MISO and SPP should be to 
determine the extent of the benefits to consumers in each region and compare it to the costs assigned 
to each region because of joint planning and operations.  Cooperation in examining and improving these 
areas will ultimately lead to the maximum reliability and economic benefits being achieved by 
consumers in both regions. 

 


