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MISO Response to OMS/ RSC Seams Liaison Committee Questions 
 

1. What would occur if the Regional Through and Out Rate were eliminated between 

MISO and SPP?  

 

MISO Response: Eliminating the regional through and out rate would reduce the 

transaction cost of moving power from one RTO to the other.  Removing this transaction 

cost would allow for increased utilization of the existing generation and transmission 

investment to the benefit of end use customers through lower costs to deliver energy .  At 

the same time, eliminating the regional through and out rate would reduce the revenue 

collected by transmission owners in each RTO, and that lost revenue would have to be 

recovered from their other transmission customers.  Analysis would be required to 

compare the efficiencies gained by increasing transactions between the two RTOs versus 

the lost transmission revenue. 

 

What would need to occur for that rate to be eliminated?  

 

MISO Response:  MISO Transmission Owners, as established in the MISO 

Transmission Owners Agreement (TOA), have the sole authority to file proposed changes 

to how transmission rates are developed and applied or not applied to transmission 

customers.  Therefore, MISO Transmission Owners would need to agree to file to 

eliminate the regional through and out rate between MISO and SPP.  Additionally, FERC 

would have to find the corresponding Tariff changes to be just and reasonable. 

 

See, for example, Section 3 of MISO’s Schedule 7 (Long-term and Short-term Firm 

Point-to-Point Transmission Service) for the provisions that exempt regional through and 

out transmission charges for energy moving between MISO and PJM.  Similar language 

is also included in Schedule 8 (Non-Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service) and 

Schedule 26 (Network Upgrade from Transmission Expansion Plan). Similar Tariff 
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provisions would be needed if Regional Through and Out Rate were eliminated between 

MISO and SPP. 

 

What could be learned from the MISO-PJM efforts to eliminate that rate?  

 

MISO Response:  Eliminating the regional through and out rate on the MISO-PJM seam 

has resulted in a higher volume of transactions moving energy in both directions. 

 

2. What would occur if no unreserved use charges were collected on the MISO-SPP 

seam? 

 

MISO Response:  MISO has not charged a SPP customer for unreserved use on the 

MISO system due to our understanding that Section 5.2 of the MISO-SPP JOA permits 

usage of each other’s system during transmission outage situations. A similar JOA 

provision is in place between MISO and PJM and both RTO’s have maximized the joint 

capability of the transmission system without additional transmission service charges.  

However, SPP has taken the position that a MISO transmission customer should also take 

SPP transmission service during situations where a MISO load that is dually connected to 

the MISO and SPP transmission systems has a transmission outage on their MISO 

transmission interconnection.  Also, if the MISO transmission customer does not get the 

appropriate SPP transmission service in place in advance, additional unreserved use 

penalties may be applied.  Exposure to these charges, can result in reluctance to build 

MISO-SPP interregional projects that impact dually connected loads.  

 

What would need to occur for none of those charges to occur?  

 

MISO Response:  SPP would need to have and apply a similar interpretation as MISO of 

Section 5.2 in the MISO-SPP JOA. 

 

Since these charges are apparently not being assessed on the MISO-PJM seam, what 

is the impediment to doing the same on the MISO-SPP seam?  
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MISO Response:   

SPP would need to have and apply a similar interpretation as MISO of Section 5.2 in the 

MISO-SPP JOA. 

 

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. Please describe the differences in how the regions prefer to plan their 

systems differently. 

 

MISO Response: Fundamentally, MISO and SPP have similar transmission planning 

processes.  Traditional system topology modeling is largely led by NERC reliability 

standards.  Reliability-driven transmission planning models are created by inputs from 

transmission owners, load serving entities and RTOs within the Eastern Interconnection 

and use similar assumption sets to produce.   

 

Economic-driven transmission planning models, however, while using the system 

topology included in reliability models, can differ from RTO to RTO due to assumptions 

around, for example, future load and generation.  The varying assumptions attempt to 

capture what the generation mix will be in 5 to 15 years as well as where that future 

generation will be located.  Futures provide a way to consider scenarios that describe 

potential outcomes of the long-term energy landscape.  MISO has traditionally developed 

three to four futures in any given MTEP cycle that define bookends of where that energy 

landscape may lead and thereby capture a range of uncertainties.  MISO’s Futures 

typically represent limited fleet change, historical trends, high renewable penetration 

and/or distributed resources.  With respect to the use of these futures, MISO’s goal is to 

identify transmission that proves beneficial in multiple futures and thereby significantly 

enhances the probability of such transmission providing value regardless of the actual 

energy future.  Transmission projects resulting from this process (showing value in 

multiple futures) are referred to as being ‘robust.’ 
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As identified in the Seams White Paper, MISO and SPP are finalizing a filing that will 

include several changes to the MISO-SPP JOA that will address lessons learned from 

previous MISO-SPP interregional planning efforts.  Included in these changes is the 

elimination of the joint interregional economic model and the ability to include additional 

benefit metrics above the traditional adjusted production cost (APC) savings.  These 

changes not only eliminate the known ‘triple hurdle’ problem, where an interregional 

project has to pass three sets of separate benefit metrics and criteria – one interregional 

test and two regional tests, but also create efficiencies that, combined, will overcome 

such barriers.  The proposed JOA changes and MISO’s filed cost allocation changes do 

help to close the gap between MISO and SPP benefit metrics and cost allocation. 

 

b. Please describe for each RTO their opinion of the regional value of 

transmission. 

  

MISO Response: The regional value of transmission is addressed by a number of studies 

and documents, such as MISO’s annual MISO Transmission Expansion Plan (MTEP), 

which since 2003 has resulted in $19.3 billion of constructed transmission projects in the 

MISO region. MISO’s Board of Directors “Statement of Guiding Principles for the MISO 

System Planning Process” serves as the basis for value that MISO staff utilizes when 

carrying out its responsibilities for transmission planning under the MISO Tariff.  The 

value recognized in these Guiding Principles is achieved through the benefits of 

reliability, public policy and the enabling of competitive markets.  As stated in the 

Guiding Principles: 

“The planning process, in conjunction with an inclusive, transparent 

stakeholder process, must identify and support development of 

transmission infrastructure that is sufficiently robust to meet local and 

regional reliability standards, enable competition among wholesale 

capacity and energy suppliers in the MISO markets, and allow for 

competition among transmission developers in the assignment of 

transmission projects.” 

 



March 25, 2019 
 

5 | P a g e  
 

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:  As stated in question 3, MISO and SPP are filing changes to its JOA 

that, along with MISO’s FERC filed regional and interregional cost allocation changes, 

are bridging the gap between benefit metrics and cost allocation that more align the two 

regions and reduce the need for a joint interregional economic model.  Included in these 

changes are the use of benefits for avoided reliability and public policy projects as well as 

the removal of the $5 million minimum project cost threshold.  These changes are being 

applied in the 2019 Coordinated System Plan upon which results will be included in 

MISO’s MTEP and SPP’s ITP to be presented for approval to each respective regions’ 

Board of Directors near the end of 2019.  

 

Using a joint model for economic analyses perpetuates the issue of the ‘triple hurdle’, as 

described above, because each region has different economic assumptions and processes, 

reaching a point of using an agreed-upon joint model would require compromises to be 

made in the interregional model and analysis. Forcing an evaluation with the same 

assumptions and analytical processes diverges from FERC’s recognition of separate and 

different regional processes. Conversely, removal of the joint model allows each region 

to evaluate an interregional project on its own merits for benefits to each respective 

region, where those regional benefits would be compared for interregional cost 

allocation.   Thus, removal of the joint model eliminates the interregional test and the 

‘triple hurdle’ – leaving project approval in the regional processes. 

 

In the April 21, 2016 Order on Complaint and Technical Conference in Docket No. EL 

13-88-000, FERC opined on the issue of a ‘triple hurdle’ on the MISO-PJM seam: 



March 25, 2019 
 

6 | P a g e  
 

“132. …We find it is unjust and unreasonable that an interregional economic 

transmission project that MISO and PJM each find provides sufficient benefits to 

its individual region to be rejected because a separate interregional cost-benefit 

analysis calculated differently than either RTO’s analysis cannot be met… [W]e 

find that MISO and PJM fail to explain or otherwise justify why the use of a 

separate interregional benefit-cost analysis, calculated differently than either of 

their individual benefit-cost analysis, continues to be just and reasonable when 

each region must still find that an interregional economic transmission project 

provides sufficient benefits to meet the regional benefit-cost analysis.  We 

therefore direct MISO and PJM to… revise… the JOA to remove the requirement 

that an interregional economic transmission project meet a 1.25-to-1 benefit-to-

cost ratio for the combined MISO-PJM regions in addition to having to meet a 

1.25-to-1 benefit-to-cost ratio for both MISO and PJM separately. 

 

A joint model could conceivably identify projects that would not be identified in the 

regional processes. However, those projects may not meet the regional benefits and 

criteria of each region – a critical piece to approving an interregional project – and 

therefore would not be practical for resolving interregional issues. 

 

5. What is the total transfer capacity between MISO and SPP? 

 

MISO Response:  In the whitepaper, MISO and SPP provided a summary by voltage of 

the 171 tie-lines between the two RTO’s. The total capability of these tie lines is 38,796 

MW.  The tie line value provided represents physical capability.  Actual transfer 

capability would be dependent on system conditions. 

 

6. Is there a benefit to modeling the Eastern Interconnect as a whole in the 

interregional planning process? 

 

MISO Response:  Modeling of the Eastern Interconnection in economic models is an 

important element for viable results in the planning process, but there is a level of 
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diminishing returns when a remote system is far away electrically.  Interactions between 

the markets, in MISO’s case PJM, SPP, as well as the southeast region do have impacts 

on planning.  For these reasons, MISO uses data exchanged with its first-tier neighbors 

via Order 1000 and JOA coordination requirements in MISO’s planning process. 

However, the further you move away from a given region, the fewer impacts that remote 

region has (for example, Florida and ISO-NE have minimal impacts on MISO).  

Nonetheless, MISO does periodically investigate the appropriate level of second-tier and 

third-tier modeling for regional economic studies. 

 

MISO and SPP have worked diligently to improve modeling collaboration between the 

two parties and better aligning the timing elements of each other’s processes for 

efficiency.  These efforts, along with to be filed JOA changes, continue to produce better 

results for both parties regional and interregional planning processes. 

 

7. What can be done to improve generator and transmission line outage coordination 

between MISO and SPP? 

 

MISO Response:  Improved generator and transmission line outage coordination can 

occur through an improved understanding of each RTO’s generator and transmission 

outage coordination processes, including study approaches and approval authority. 

 

8. With the MISO/ Joint Parties (including SPP) JOA Settlement set to no longer 

automatically renew on January 31, 2021, what are MISO’s and SPP’s intentions 

for addressing the contract path issue for the North/South transfer capabilities?  

Rollover the current settlement?  Renew the settlement with revisions?  Let the 

settlement lapse? 

 

MISO Response:  First, MISO would like to clarify that the MISO-SPP-Joint Parties 

settlement agreement does not expire on January 31, 2021.  The initial term of the 

agreement runs from January 29, 2014 to January 31, 2021.  After January 31, 2021, the 

agreement is subject to annual 12-month extensions unless terminated by at least 12-
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months’ written notice to the other parties.  MISO is evaluating whether it will request to 

terminate/renegotiate the agreement or continue with the existing agreement. 

 

9. On page 30, there is a section related to “Modeling Inconsistencies” where it is 

stated that “Joint Model inputs must be agreed upon and can divert from the inputs 

in the RTO’s Regional models.”  On Page 31, it states “SPP and MISO staff must 

decide whether to use SPP’s assumption, MISO’s assumption or a new negotiated 

assumption.” 	 

a. Please describe any modeling inputs or assumptions that were identified 

as different as between the RTOs, and please describe what input or 

assumption was used to address that difference in the Joint Model and 

the rationale for that compromise. 

 

MISO Response:  MISO economic planning uses a scenario-based analysis to determine 

the model parameters (e.g. assumed values) for multiple future scenarios. The goal of this 

methodology is to define a set of plausible “bookend” forecasts for energy, generation 

and demand. As a result, projects developed using this process are able to leverage a wide 

variety of stakeholder inputs and create robust business case that is not overly dependent 

on any single set of assumptions.     

 

The Joint Model can only accommodate a single set of future assumptions, so in the 

previous Coordinated System Plan study, MISO applied the regional modeling 

assumptions that most closely aligned with SPP’s regional modeling assumptions (i.e., 

the MTEP16 “Business As Usual” future). While this minimizes the inconsistencies 

between the two models, some reconciliation was still required.  The most notable 

differences were: fuel prices, escalation rates, and the hurdle rate for transactions between 

the two RTOs. 

 

Overall, both MISO and SPP had the flexibility to compromise on these and any other 

input assumptions – whether it be to use an average value or rely on some other decision 

making process – because each region had the assurance that projects will ultimately be 
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evaluated with the regional benefit metrics and criteria developed through their respective 

stakeholder processes.  Economic modeling processes at both MISO and SPP have 

evolved over time and been influenced by interregional efforts.  In MISO’s view, which 

we believe SPP shares, is that both RTOs’ modeling processes have become more alike 

than different over time.  As discussed in other questions, our upcoming JOA changes 

further enhance our similarities and promotes the effective coordination of our regional 

processes. 

 

10. On Page 30 there is a section titled “Regional APC Calculation Differences” where 

it is stated that “SPP calculates APC comparable to how the JOA prescribes” and 

“MISO’s regional calculation of APC is different than how the JOA states it will be 

calculated in the joint studies and SPP’s regional calculation”.   

a. Please describe the differences between how MISO and SPP calculate 

APC and each RTO’s basis for taking the position they take in regards to 

the calculation. 

 

MISO Response:  MISO and SPP have agreed to the use of Adjusted Production Cost 

(APC) as a primary method for effectively determining economic benefits of 

transmission in their respective planning processes.  In its application, both regions have 

adapted its APC methodology slightly different due to the needs of its region and market.  

As a whole, the calculation of APC by each RTO is very similar with the primary 

difference being the methodology used for adjusting imports and exports.  

 

MISO’s method for costing imports and exports more closely aligns with MISO’s market 

settlements and thereby explains its preference and adoption by MISO and MISO 

stakeholders.  For further details on how MISO calculates imports and exports, please 

refer to the white paper “MISO Adjusted Production Cost Calculation White Paper” 

posted on the MISO website at: https://www.misoenergy.org/planning/transmission-

planning/economic-development/. 
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While there is a difference in results due to treatment of imports and exports, it is not 

seen by MISO as a significant driver of concern.  The Coordinated System Plan 

enhancements in the soon to be filed MISO-SPP JOA revisions allow each RTO to rely 

wholly on their regional methodologies for calculating benefits, including APC, which 

ensures each region is valuing benefits appropriately in the eyes of their respective 

stakeholder communities. 

 

11. Please respond to any issues raised in the stakeholder responses that you deem 

necessary.  

 

MISO Response:  MISO has not identified items in the submitted stakeholder responses 

that it would like to respond to at this time. 

 


