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Seams Planning Discussion 

OMS/SPP-RSC Seams Liaison Committee 

July 21, 2019 

Review of Committee Goals 

The Seams Liaison Committee (SLC) established four goals in October 2018 to guide its future 
work. Thus far, the SLC has focused primarily on the first goal related to improvements in the operations 
of the markets. The remaining two goals related to transmission planning are:  

o Ensure equal consideration of beneficial regional and inter-regional projects in transmission 
planning, including evaluation of projects identified in the Coordinated System Plans.  

o Support the timely interconnection of new resources that includes consideration of the 
dynamics of the interconnection queue in both RTOs. 

The discussion items below are meant to prepare the SLC for identifying how best to move 
forward with achieving these planning related goals.   

Historical Interregional Planning Activities  

A. Previous Interregional Planning Efforts 

MISO-SPP Interregional Planning since Order 1000 

• Order 1000 established a requirement for neighboring planning regions (such as MISO and SPP) 
to discuss seams issues at least once a year, and decide whether to do a study for search for 
interregional transmission solutions 

• MISO and SPP have performed full 18-month studies beginning in 2014, 2016, and 2019 

• MISO and SPP and their stakeholders spent 2018 on Interregional Planning process 
improvements 

• The 2014 and 2016 MISO-SPP Interregional Planning processes each produced one potential 
interregional project that met the requirements of the planning process 

• At least 5% of the benefits of the project within each RTO 

• $5 million estimated project cost floor 

• Meeting test for economic or reliability benefits 

• Neither the 2014 nor 2016 planning process resulted in an interregional project paid for by both 
MISO and SPP, as no projects survived both the SPP and MISO regional review processes.  

B. Current Interregional Studies & Proposed Changes 

MISO and SPP stakeholders and staffs spent 2018 discussing potential changes to the MISO-SPP 
interregional planning process, with the goal of having the changes implemented for the 2019 
interregional planning process. On May 17, 2019, MISO and SPP filed changes to the interregional 
planning process in FERC Docket No. ER-19-1896, and FERC accepted the changes on July 16, 2019. The 
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key changes include: Elimination of the joint model (“triple hurdle”), Elimination of the $5 estimated 
project cost floor, having the benefits for all project types be economic benefits plus avoided reliability 
projects. 

C. Affected System Studies  

Events leading up to FERC’s Affected Systems Technical Conference 

In December 2016, The Commission issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to improve 
certainty, promote more informed interconnection, and to enhance the interconnection process and 
sought comment on a number of issues, including issues related to affected systems analyses and 
coordination in the generator interconnection process. Then, in October 2017 EDF Renewable Energy, 
Inc. filed a complaint requesting that the Commission order MISO, SPP, and PJM to file revisions to their 
respective open access transmission tariffs and Joint Operating Agreements (JOA) in order to increase 
certainty and provide detail into the coordinated affected system studies process.  The complaint 
remains pending at FERC. In February 2018, The Commission issued an order directing FERC staff to 
convene a technical conference to explore issues raised in the Complaint related to the affected systems 
coordination procedures contained in the MISO, SPP, and PJM tariffs, the MISO-PJM JOA, and the MISO-
SPP JOA, as well as the affected systems coordination issues raised in the Generator Interconnection 
NOPR.  And finally, in April 2018, FERC staff convened a technical conference, with the first day focused 
on issues specific to the complaint and the second day including a broader discussion on affected 
systems issues generically.  Among others, panelists included the complainant, the three RTOs listed in 
the complaint (MISO, SPP, and PJM), other RTOs, generators, and consulting groups.  Reform of Affected 
System Coordination in the Generator Interconnection Process, Docket No. AD18-8-000. 

Post-Technical Conference Coverage 

At the technical conference, MISO and SPP told the Commission that they were improving the 
coordination of affected system studies despite seeing massive growth in their interconnection queues. 
RTO staff asked the Commission to leave improvements to the affected system study process up to 
stakeholders. Renewable developers said that the RTO stakeholder process had already been granted a 
wide degree of flexibility and that had resulted in an unreliable process. Renewable developers also 
highlighted the uncertainty they faced when trying to make economically sound decisions based on the 
RTOs unclear rules and again called for the Commission to step in a provide guidance to all three RTOs. 

 
Recent OMS Position 

In response to MISO’s 2019 Hot Topic on Seams, OMS wrote, “Coordination of affected system 
studies may be an opportunity for consistency that has wide stakeholder support. Inconsistency in this 
area can create problems with interconnection queues. While it is still important to respect regional 
components, such as modeling and interconnection processes, there may be an opportunity to create a 
general framework that would be applicable to each of MISO’s seams. Affected system studies could be 
better coordinated through the existing JOA agreements and further customized for each seam, if 
necessary.” 
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D. Recently Approved Changes to the Current MISO-SPP Process 

• MISO and SPP stakeholders and staffs spent 2018 discussing potential changes to the MISO-SPP 
interregional planning process, with the goal of having the changes implemented for the 2019 
interregional planning process 

• On May 17, 2019, MISO and SPP filed changes to the interregional planning process (still 
pending at FERC) in FERC Docket No. ER-2019-1896 

• Approved changes as of July 16, 2019: 
o Elimination of the joint model (“triple hurdle”) 
o Elimination of the $5 estimated project cost floor 
o Having the benefits for all project types be economic benefits* plus avoided reliability 

projects 

Planning Information from Seams Liaison Committee  

A. Stakeholder Responses to Seams Whitepaper 

Many stakeholders took the opportunity to discuss interregional planning issues in their response to 
the MISO-SPP Seams Whitepaper. Of the 22 respondents to the whitepaper, 10 listed interregional 
planning or cost-allocation as a top concern. Some of the key points made are below:  

AEP:  MISO MEP category is an issue because SPP regionally funds projects down to 100kV. There 
should be a joint model.   

Ameren:  Seam is made up of more than just MISO & SPP, so others need to be involved in planning 
as well. Additional benefit metrics should be reviewed.  

Clean Grid Alliance:  There should be a joint model. The RTOs should consider a geographic diversity 
and capacity sharing benefit in planning.  

CU Springfield:  Both RTOs should verify planning assumptions against actual operating conditions, 
agree to usage and limitations, then incorporate into planning models.  

Entergy:  Long-term capacity related processes to inform planners regarding impacts of future 
capacity needs.  

Invenergy:  Planning and interconnection are the two biggest issues, including the impact of SPP 
using zonal payments and MISO using nodal payments in planning models.  

ITC:  Need policy direction to plan for optimal location of resources. A common model would be 
useful. Need to move beyond the piecemeal approach to planning.  

B. MISO and SPP Responses to Follow-up Questions 

After the Committee received stakeholder responses to the Whitepaper, it asked for responses from 
MISO and SPP, and they provided responses to several planning-related questions. Questions 3, 4, 9, and 
10 pertained to transmission planning.  

Question 3:  Page 28 of the Whitepaper states that “[B]arriers arise because different regions prefer 
to plan their systems differently and have differing opinions on the regional value of transmission.”  a. 

https://www.misostates.org/images/stories/Seams_Coordination_Efforts/Seams_Liaison_group_Additional_questions_to_RTOs_March_2019.pdf
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Please describe the differences in how the regions prefer to plan their systems differently. b. Please 
describe for each RTO their opinion of the regional value of transmission. 

 MISO Response:   

• Two RTOs have similar planning processes, dominated by reliability-driver planning models.  
• Economic planning models differ on other assumptions, such as load, fuel mix, and the 

location thereof.  
• MISO’s value of transmission:  value is achieved through the benefits of reliability, public 

policy, and the enabling of competitive markets.   

 SPP response: 

• SPP’s value of transmission: value is achieved through the benefits of reliability, public 
policy, operational, and economic needs, as well as compliance generator interconnection, 
and transmission service request impacts  

• Notable differences include modeling horizons, Futures weighting, economic needs 
identification, economic solution evaluation, benefit metrics, reliability planning, and 
regional cost allocation. 

Question 4:  A joint planning model ensures a separate interregional test where SPP and MISO use 
the same assumptions and analytical processes to evaluate interregional transmission projects.  How will 
MISO and SPP ensure the same assumptions and analytical processes are used to evaluate and model 
interregional projects if the joint planning model is eliminated as proposed as part of the CSP process 
improvements? Could a joint model identify projects that would not be identified otherwise? Could a 
joint model eliminate the need for regional review of projects? 

 MISO Response:  

• Changes filed at FERC bridge gap on benefit metrics and cost allocation, more closely 
aligning to two regions and reduce need for a joint model.  

• Joint model perpetuates triple hurdle. 
• A joint model could conceivably identify projects that would not otherwise be identified, but 

it would face risk of not meeting the regional benefits criteria.  

 SPP responded 

• The elimination of the joint model will allow the RTOs to more effectively identify whether 
regional or interregional projects are more cost effective. 

• A joint model could help identify different projects or different values for the same projects, 
however, an apples to apples comparison is needed, and rather than providing this 
information, the joint model has in reality served as a screen that makes the identification of 
projects more difficult. 

 

Question 9 & 10:  These two questions asked the RTO describe major modeling differences between 
the two RTOs.  

 MISO Response:  
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• Major differences are:  fuel prices, escalation rates, and the hurdle rate for transactions 
between the two RTOs. 

• Modeling processes of the two RTOs have become more alike over time. 
• APC calculation methodology is very similar, minus the method used for adjusting imports 

and exports. 

 SPP Response:  

• Differences include: MTEP and ITP schedule alignment, load forecasting differences, hurdle 
rates, fuels prices  

• Modeling processes of the two RTOs have become more alike over time. 
• SPP and MISO calculate APC as part of their evaluation of potential projects, and the 

differences in this metric’s calculation can be mitigated. 

 

 

Interregional Planning in ROE Incentives Docket  

In its recent NOI proceeding on transmission incentive policy (FERC Docket PL19-3), the 
Commission asked specific questions on if incentives should be used to encourage interregional 
transmission projects. There were many comments filed on that subject. A review of the responses 
follows:  

R Street Institute 

− Commission should incent efficient inter-regional trade as the culture of ISOs tends to be insular  
− If TO's had incentives, they would exert stakeholder influence to find solutions.  
− Inter-regional projects fall neatly within the existing "risks & challenges" framework 
− ISO-to-ISO congestion costs in the middle of the United States run into the hundreds of millions 

of dollars annually 
− MISO/SPP seam - “almost none of these utilities have financial incentives that provide them 

additional or reduced margins based on their economic performance within the ISOs’ auctions. 
Instead, they benefit from fuel and purchased power trackers that are complete pass-through 
mechanisms to customers. Put another way, these utilities’ shareholders (unless consumer- or 
public-owned) would gain none of the advantages of a more efficient trade across the seams.” 

o Commission could provide incentive under existing directive to incent way existing 
system is operated.  

 
Advanced Energy Economy 

− Recommends adopting as a guiding policy principle a focus on transmission projects, including 
interregional transmission projects, that will enable greater utilization of low-cost energy from 
resources, especially renewable energy resources, that currently lack access to markets. 

− Fully 88% of U.S. wind technical potential is contained within 15 central states that are home to 
just 30% of projected electricity demand in 2050. 

− $30 - $70 billion in net savings from reduced capital investment in new generating capacity, 
accounting for the capital cost of long-distance transmission. Unfortunately, interregional 
transmission planning processes have not adequately addressed the need for increased 
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transmission capacity across RTO/ISO regions and multiple utility service territories to capture 
these consumer benefits. 

− The Commission should establish a clear policy objective that makes construction of these 
projects a priority and should consider whether there are incentives or other policy mechanisms 
that would encourage transmission owners and developers to develop new approaches to more 
efficiently consider potentially beneficial interregional transmission projects.  

 
Ameren  

− The Commission should remove barriers first, and then provide incentivizes for transmission 
projects that can demonstrate potential value to customers.  Interregional transmission projects 
arguably address the needs of a greater number of customers, increasing the value of those 
projects.  

 
TAPS 

− A characteristics-based approach incorrectly assumes all projects that share a characteristic 
(e.g., interregional transmissions projects) produce benefits.  

− Granting benefits-based incentives to interregional projects, especially ROE adders, will make it 
less likely that such projects will get built. The challenge under existing interregional 
coordination processes has not been a lack of investors, but rather the inability to successfully 
obtain necessary approvals. Incentives that increase project costs will make getting such 
approvals even harder.” Pg. 84 

− If the Commission is serious about encouraging interregional projects, it should take a hard look 
at the Order 1000 interregional coordination process. Pg. 86 

o it’s time to assess whether strengthening or streamlining is appropriate. 

LS Power 

− Interregional transmission projects face hurdles due to seams issues including cost allocation. 
Changing transmission incentive policy does not address these other issues and will not increase 
the likelihood of success of interregional transmission projects.  

National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) 

− In Order No. 1000, published on July 21, 2011, FERC required regional planning and the 
production of regional transmission plans. However, the interregional planning requirements of 
Order 1000 encourage, but do not adequately require, neighboring planning regions to work 
together to identify and plan for interregional transmission lines. This limitation of Order 1000 
reduces the likelihood that long-distance interregional transmission projects will be specified in 
transmission plans and ultimately built. Pg. 2. 

− While interregional planning is not a transmission incentive per se, requiring neighboring 
transmission planning regions and the three major interconnections to cooperate and develop 
interregional transmission plans would nonetheless be a non-monetary incentive of great value. 
FERC should issue an order adopting a regulatory process for interregional and inter-
interconnection transmission planning. 

 
American Council on Renewable Energy 
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− A refined planning process that incorporates modern approaches to grid development will lead 
to greater transmission capacity at lower cost.  

− FERC should establish cost-allocation policies that recognize the full regional benefits of 
significant interregional transmission, including effects on delivered energy costs. The 
Commission should allocate the requisite portion of those costs that reflect regional benefits to 
all customers in the region, regardless of their utility’s or their own contractual status with the 
new project.  

− The Commission should standardize planning processes across regional boundaries as a first 
step to enable further interregional transfer capability. FERC should require RTOs and smaller 
Order No. 1000 planning regions to harmonize their differing methods and criteria for project 
approval.  
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