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The MISO SPP-RSC Seams Liaison Committee’s (SLC) two planning-related goals are to ensure 

the equal consideration of regional and interregional projects and to support the timely 
interconnection of new resources that includes the generator interconnection dynamics of both 
regions. On June 27-28, 2016 FERC held a technical conference on selected transmission planning 
issues. In its Notice Inviting Post-Technical Conference Comments it asked a series of questions on 
interregional transmission coordination. 

In these comments, the parties that identified a lack of interregional development highlighted a 
general lack of coordination among RTOs as the main barrier to interregional transmission 
development. GridLiance specifically identified inconsistent modeling, assumptions, scenarios, 
eligibility criteria, and thresholds used by each RTO as barriers to interregional transmission 
development, and ITC echoed these concerns in its response to the SLC’s feedback request. 
However, other parties, including the Kansas Corporation Commission, MISO and the MISO 
Transmission Owners (TOs), concluded that despite the appearance that no interregional projects are 
being built, it is too early to conclude that the interregional process is not working as intended and 
that MISO and SPP should be given time to allow their processes to develop. The comments in this 
docket focused on three main issues: benefit assessment and cost allocation, the use of common 
models and assumptions, and the misalignment of the timing of the regional planning processes.  

 
Benefits Assessment and Cost Allocation 
 

Parties that believe there is a lack of interregional transmission development called for equal 
consideration of interregional projects that meet a particular need (reliability, economic, policy) in 
one RTO and another particular need in another RTO to be valued for all the needs it meets. 
GridLiance stated that considering a broader and more standardized range of benefits would inject 
value into the planning process. ITC stated interregional study processes tend to only look at one 
transmission benefit in isolation instead of looking at all of the benefits a project can provide in 
aggregate, which hampers the development of interregional transmission development.  

Other parties called on the Commission to encourage RTOs to evaluate benefits comparably and 
fully and discourage the use of least common denominator metrics. MISO wrote that the Commission 
should consider new and innovative processes that are based on new interregional criteria, and Xcel 
stated the Commission could consider the benefits of interconnection-wide planning efforts by 
developing more effective cost recovery and governance structures.  

However, other parties defended the use solely of the avoided cost methodology. The MISO TOs 
argued that avoided cost methods appropriately consider the benefits to each region by quantifying 
the benefits from avoiding separate regional projects. They, along with MISO and Xcel, argued that 
the use of the avoided cost methodology is appropriate because the use of that methodology in and of 
itself does not impede interregional coordination.  They encouraged MISO and SPP to continue to 
engage in the current interregional transmission planning processes. 

But ITC argued that the avoided cost method fails to properly account for the full range of 
benefits certain projects can deliver because its restricts a projects value solely to the number and 
value of projects it can offset instead of considering the full range of value it provides and called on 
the Commission to consider broad cost allocation method for high voltage projects. LS Power argued 
that the avoided cost methodology fails to consider the true benefits of projects. Ameren echoed 
these concerns in its response to the SLC. In its response to the SLC feedback request, SPP stated 



that either party may use additional benefit metrics in its regional planning process to determine 
whether a regional or interregional project is the better project. 
 
Common Models and Assumptions 
 

SPP stated that differing models and assumptions create divergent thresholds that projects must 
satisfy, and the Wind Parties highlighted the value that common models could provide. ITC also 
stated that regional requirements are too different which means the window of overlap interregional 
projects must fit through is too small. In its feedback to the SLC, the City Utilities of Springfield, 
Missouri (CU Springfield) identified inconsistent cost-benefits ratios are a barrier to interregional 
transmission development.  

LS Power argued that the planning process does not have a lot of spare time to coordinate with 
neighboring regions therefore neighboring regions should be required to include basic assumptions 
for adjacent regions when evaluating regional needs to accommodate the potential that interregional 
projects must be more efficient than regional projects. They called on the Commission to require 
regions to develop common models and assumptions within a narrow timeframe to ensure 
interregional projects are being equally considered. MISO argued that common models have great 
advantages and that their use could replace joint model building. SPP stated that one advantage of the 
use of common models is that both regions get to provide input on how projects are evaluated, but 
explained that because regions value transmission differently this leads to a “least common 
denominator” approach for benefit assumptions which can lead to a lower number of projects and 
inequitable cost allocation outcomes. Xcel and others argued that common models may not include 
the values and goals of various regions. 

The Wind Parties and GridLiance argued that common modeling assumptions should be 
encouraged. The Wind Parties also called for interregional planning to be probabilistic and forward 
looking rather than reactionary to anticipate the long-term needs of the system rather than reacting to 
short-term needs on the system.  

LS Power called on the commission to take a comprehensive look to see if beneficial solutions 
were being selected. In its feedback to the SLC, Ameren and CU Springfied identified Neosho-
Riverton flowgate as an example of where the interregional process has not produced a solution, and 
the Advanced Power Alliance, the Clean Grid Alliance, and the American Wind Energy Association 
stated that in the absence of a joint model several beneficial projects had failed to be selected. 
 
Timing 
 

The MISO TOs discussed how the different timing requirements between regional and 
interregional planning processes hinder interregional development. To increase efficiency and create 
a better overall planning structure, the Wind Parties suggested that the interregional processes should 
be required to run concurrently with regional processes and that multi-regional planning should be 
required. MISO identified one possible solution would be to incorporate long-range interregional 
planning outside of the normal planning process. In its feedback to the SLC, Ameren identified the 
historical misalignment of the regional processes as a major shortcoming in the interregional process. 
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