
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 

PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.   ) Docket No. ER14-1405-000 

      ) 

Midcontinent Independent System  ) Docket No. ER14-1406-000 

Operator, Inc.     ) 

      ) 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.    ) Docket No. ER14-1407-000 

 

(Not consolidated) 

_________________________________________________________ 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER AND ANSWER OF  

THE MIDCONTINENT INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR, INC.,  

PJM INTERCONNECTION, L.L.C., AND  

SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC.  

________________________________________________________ 

 

Pursuant to Rules 212 and 213 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or “Commission”), 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.212 and 

385.213 (2013), PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”), Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. (“MISO”),
1
 and Southwest Power Pool, Inc., (“SPP”)

2
 collectively seek leave to 

submit this Answer to the protest and comments filed in the above-captioned proceedings by 

Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCP&L”), KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations 

Company (“GMO”), the Nebraska Public Power District (“NPPD”) (collectively referred to 

herein as “KCP&L”), Northern Indiana Public Service Company (“NIPSCO”), and 

MidAmerican Energy Company (“MidAmerican”).
3
  These dockets involved certain revisions to 

                                                 
1
  Prior to April 26, 2013, MISO was formally known as “Midwest Independent Transmission System 

Operator, Inc.”  The old name, or the term “Midwest ISO,” may be used occasionally in this pleading to 

avoid alterations to document titles and/or quotations.  
2
  PJM, MISO, and SPP are FERC-approved regional transmission organizations (“RTOs”).  This Answer 

refers on occasion to PJM, MISO, and SPP as “the RTOs.”   
3
  See Protest of Kanas City Power & Light Company, KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company, and 

Nebraska Public Power District, Docket Nos. ER14-1406-000, ER14-1407-000 (Mar. 24, 2014) (“KCP&L 

Protest”); Motion to Intervene and Comments of Northern Indiana Public Service Company, Docket Nos. 



2 

 

the methodology used to account for tagged import and export transactions, as applied to certain 

calculations.  By responding to the concerns raised by the KCP&L, NIPSCO, and MidAmerican in 

the above-captioned dockets, this Answer will clarify the issues under consideration and will assist 

the Commission in its decision-making.  The RTOs request that the Commission accept the JOA 

revisions proposed in these dockets as filed. 

I. BACKGROUND 

 

A. Proposed JOA Amendments 
 

On March 3, 2014, MISO, PJM, and SPP filed concurrently to amend their respective 

Joint Operating Agreements
4
 (“JOAs”) to coordinate the methodologies employed by each of the 

RTOs to account for import and export transactions in the Market Flow
5
 calculations.  The 

proposed amendments allow each RTO to choose one of three calculation methodologies to 

account for import and export transactions:  (1) Point-of-Receipt (“POR”)/Point-of-Delivery 

(“POD”); (2) Marginal Zone; or (3) Slice-of-System, and apply that methodology consistently to 

each RTO’s calculation of Market Flow, Firm Flow Entitlement (“FFE”) and Firm Flow Limit 

(“FFL”), and tagged transaction impact calculations within the Interchange Distribution 

Calculator (“IDC”) .  MISO and PJM have elected to use a Marginal Zone methodology, while 

SPP has elected to continue using a POR/POD methodology.  The proposed amendments are the 

result of a collaborative effort among the RTOs and were vetted through each RTO’s respective 

                                                                                                                                                             
ER14-1405, -1406, and -1407 (Mar. 24, 2014) (“NIPSCO Comments”); Motion to Intervene and Comment 

of MidAmerican Energy Company, Docket Nos. ER14-1405, -1406, and -1407 (Mar. 12, 2014) 

(“MidAmerican Comments”).   
4
  The formal name of the MISO-SPP JOA is the “Joint Operating Agreement between the Midwest 

Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. and Southwest Power Pool, Inc.”  The JOA is a FERC-

filed rate schedule of both MISO and SPP.  The JOA is designated as MISO’s Second Revised Rate 

Schedule FERC No. 6 and is available on MISO’s website at:  

http://www.misoenergy.org/Library?Pages?RateSchedules.aspx.   

 The formal name of the MISO-PJM JOA is the “Joint Operating Agreement between the Midwest 

Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. and PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.”  The JOA is a FERC-

filed rate schedule of both MISO and PJM.  The JOA is designated as MISO’s Fourth Revised Rate 

Schedule FERC No. 5 and is available on MISO’s website, at the link noted above.   
5
  All capitalized terms not specifically defined, are defined in the respective JOAs. 

http://www.misoenergy.org/Library?Pages?RateSchedules.aspx
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stakeholder process.  As explained in the filing,
6
 the revisions are needed to resolve a matter that 

was pending in an Alternative Dispute Proceeding between SPP and MISO that SPP believed 

needed to be resolved in order to implement its proposed Market-to-Market protocols.  And since 

the proposed changes impact key components of the Market-to-Market process, MISO and PJM 

also collaborated to apply these concepts to the MISO-PJM JOA in order to move closer to a 

single and consistent baseline Congestion Management Process (“CMP”).   

B. Protests and Comments 

 

KCP&L submitted its Protest in Docket Nos. ER14-1406 and ER14-1407.  KCP&L 

argues that “if RTOs use different methodologies, it may create inequities at the SPP/MISO 

seam.”
7
  They further maintain that all RTOs should apply the POR/POD methodology.  Finally, 

KCP&L argues that this filing cannot be evaluated without taking into account all other related 

JOA proceedings. 

NIPSCO filed comments in all three dockets and expresses concern about the ability of 

each RTO to select one of the three available methodologies and suggests that the Commission 

direct the use of a common methodology.
8
  NIPSCO also comments that a more robust 

stakeholder process is necessary to evaluate the impacts of the proposed methodology. 

MidAmerican filed a single set of comments in all three dockets and suggests edits to 

section 4.1 that it believes are no longer consistent in light of the proposed edits.  Additionally, 

MidAmerican identifies a typographical error in section 19.1 of the SPP-MISO JOA.   

II. MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER 

 

                                                 
6
  See Transmittal Letter, Docket No. ER14-1406-000, at 2-3 (Mar. 3, 2014).   

7
  KCP&L Protest at 4.   

8
  See NIPSCO Comments at 5.   
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Under Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, answers to 

answers generally are not permitted.
9
  Nonetheless, the Commission waives this requirement 

where an otherwise prohibited answer would clarify the issues under consideration, ensure 

completeness of the record or assist the Commission in its decision-making.
10

  In this case, 

waiving Rule 213(a)(2) would be justified because the RTOs’ response will clarify the issues 

under consideration, assist the Commission with its decision-making and ensure a complete 

record.  Finally, NIPSCO’s and MidAmerican’s filings are styled as “comments” and there is no 

prohibition on responding to comments.
11

  Accordingly, Rule 213(a)(2) should be waived for 

good cause shown. 

III. RESPONSE TO THE PROTEST AND COMMENTS 

 

A. The Three RTOs Do Not Need to Use the Same Methodology to Capture 

Transaction Impacts 

 

KCP&L and NIPSCO raise concerns that the RTOs’ proposed amendments do not 

require all three RTOs to use the same underlying methodology to account for tagged 

transactions in Market Flow calculations.  KCP&L specifically maintains that the POR/POD 

method should be the required methodology for all calculations, as opposed to the Marginal 

Zone or Slice-of-System methods.  The RTOs fully vetted the issue of creating optional 

methodologies in their negotiations leading up to agreement upon the language ultimately 

included in the proposed amendments and determined that it is acceptable for an RTO to have a 

different methodology from another RTO, so long as the RTO is using a single methodology 

                                                 
9
  See 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(a)(2)(2013). 

10
  See, e.g., Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 126 FERC ¶ 61,012 at P 35 (2009) (accepting answers to answers 

because they provided information that assisted the Commission in the decision-making process); Morgan 

Stanley Capital Group, Inc. v. New York Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 93 FERC ¶ 61,017, 61,036 (2000) 

(accepting the answer as “helpful in the development of the record”); New York Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 

91 FERC ¶ 61,218, 61,797 (2000) (allowing answer as “useful in addressing the issues arising in these 

proceedings”).     
11

  See 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(a)(3)(2013). 
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across the Market Flow, FFE/FFL, and tagged transaction impacts reported to the IDC.  The 

RTOs acknowledge that there are differences between the POR/POD and Marginal Zone 

methodologies, but that each RTO’s adoption of its respective methodology is most appropriate 

for its current market design and operation.  Further, these differences do not introduce 

unaccounted for flows (i.e., impacts to flowgates that are not reported to the IDC) since Market 

Flow Calculator and the IDC will model tagged transactions consistently.  Moreover, the 

proposed edits will not result in any equity issues in the IDC, Market-to-Market Process, or 

Market-to-Market Settlements since the firm rights (FFL/FFE) and actual usage (Market Flows) 

calculations will model tagged transactions consistently.  In sum, there is no need for the 

Commission to conditionally accept the proposed amendments or direct further proceedings in 

order for a single methodology to be applied by all three RTOs.   

B. The Original Filing Should Not Be Confused or Conflated with Other JOA-

Related Proceedings 

 

KCP&L argues that “[r]evisions to specific parts of the JOA should not be approved in 

isolation, without considering the impact on the whole [JOA].”
12

  KCP&L maintains that the 

proposed amendments could affect matters pending in SPP’s Market-to-Market filing, as well as 

in the SPP and MISO complaint proceedings centered on the interpretation of section 5.2 of the 

JOA.  The RTOs fully considered the potential impact of the proposed revisions on the whole 

JOA and are comfortable that the proposed revisions do not affect any of these pending matters.  

The RTOs acknowledged other on-going proceedings related to the JOA when they made this 

filing,
13

 and stated that the “JOA changes proposed by this filing do not relate to, impact, or 

resolve the matters currently pending before the Commission in Docket Nos. EL11-34, EL14-21, 

ER14-1174, or ER14-30.”  Moreover, these proposed amendments were raised, discussed, and 

                                                 
12

  KCP&L Protest at 6.   
13

  See Transmittal Letter, Docket No. ER14-1406 (Mar. 3, 2014), note 4.   
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thoroughly vetted by each RTOs’ stakeholder community prior to filing.  Accordingly, the RTOs 

believe it is appropriate that the proposed amendments to be reviewed as a stand-alone filing and 

be accepted by the Commission.   

C. MidAmerican’s Clarification to Section 4.1 is not Necessary 

 

MidAmerican’s comments maintain that the first sentence of the second paragraph of 

section 4.1 is no longer consistent with the amendments and should be deleted.
14

  The RTOs 

believe, however, that the sentence is consistent with the proposed amendments and is necessary 

in order to be clear that pseudo-tied load is included in Market Flow.  For this reason, the RTOs 

believe that no change is necessary to section 4.1.  However, MISO and SPP agree with 

MidAmerican’s correction of a typographical error in section 19.1 of the MISO-SPP JOA and 

will make MidAmerican’s suggested correction.   

D. The Stakeholder Process is Sufficient 

 

NIPSCO raises concerns about the sufficiency of the stakeholder process for developing 

changes to the JOA and CMP.
15

  As noted in the original filing, the proposed amendments were 

discussed through a series of meetings across a broad range of stakeholder groups (MISO’s 

Seams Management Working Group, MISO-PJM Joint and Common Market, and MISO-SPP 

JOA working group) and other industry forums (IDC Working Group, CMP Working Group, 

and CMP Council).  It is unclear to the RTOs what further stakeholder review or involvement 

NIPSCO is requesting. 

Such objections do not support a finding that the RTOs failed to meet the statutory 

requirements under Section 205 of the FPA, and the Commission should accept the proposed 

revisions as filed.  The JOA expressly authorizes the RTOs to file with the Commission mutually 

                                                 
14

  MidAmerican Comments at 5. 
15

  NIPSCO Comments at 6.   
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agreed-upon revisions to the JOA, including the CMP.  To that effect, section 18.12 of the PJM-

MISO JOA provides: “…neither this Agreement nor any of the terms hereof may be amended 

unless such amendment is in writing and signed by the Parties and such amendment has been 

accepted by the FERC.”  The revisions filed in this proceeding are such mutually agreed-upon 

revisions.  The JOA establishes no preconditions to such joint filings, and no stakeholder process 

is required for the revisions proposed in the above-captioned dockets.  Interested parties present 

their concerns directly to the Commission when the revisions are filed under Section 205 of the 

Federal Power Act, and NIPSCO has availed itself of this opportunity.  Although the RTOs are 

not required to vet proposed JOA revisions through the stakeholder process, in this case the 

RTOs presented proposed revisions to their respective stakeholders in advance of the initial 

filings as described in the initial filing. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, MISO, PJM, and SPP, respectfully request that the Commission accept 

this Answer and accept the original filing as requested, effective June 1, 2014.   

Respectfully submitted, 

        

       

Erin M. Murphy 

Midcontinent Independent  

System Operator, Inc. 

P.O. Box 4202 

Carmel, IN 46082-4202 

Telephone:  (317) 249-5400 

emurphy@misoenergy.org  

 

Counsel for Midcontinent Independent 

System Operator, Inc. 
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James M. Burlew 

Counsel 

PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

955 Jefferson Avenue 

Valley Forge Corporate Center 

Norristown, PA  19403 

(610) 666-4345 

burlej@pjm.com 

 

Counsel for PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

 

_________________________________ 

Erin Cullum Marcussen 

Senior Attorney 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

201 Worthen Drive 

Little Rock, AR 72223 

Telephone: (501) 688-2503 

ecullum@spp.org 

 

Counsel for Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

Dated:  April 8, 2014 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that I have this day e-served a copy of this document upon all parties 

listed on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in the above-captioned proceeding, in 

accordance with the requirements of Rule 2010 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and 

Procedure (18 C.F.R. § 385.2010). 

 Dated this 8
th

 day of April, 2014 in Carmel, Indiana. 

 

 /s/ Amy Jones     

Amy Jones 

 


