
 

MISO Transmission Owners Rate Pancaking Presentation  

Follow up to August 31, 2020 Seams Liaison Committee Meeting 

During the August 31 presentation, the Owners received the following question: 

The IMM looked at the energy market impact of rate pancaking on a percentage of the total MISO and 

SPP combined market size, declared it small, and said, don’t do anything. If we do studies on the areas 

you suggested, should we base whether action should be taken on the size of the impact to the entirety 

of the MISO and SPP markets, or look at something else (such as the impact on individual entities). 

Below is the Owners response: 

The proposed recommendation would not be a market study to review decisions about trading across 

the seam.  Instead, we would look at net impacts to customers in both SPP and MISO. Those primarily 

affected will be entities near the seam. There may be impacts to individual utilities beyond what is 

evident by looking at existing Transmission Service across the seams including transmission expansion to 

avoid pancaked rates, service across the seams cancelled years ago, and perhaps other effects not 

readily evident by looking at available market or transmission service data. A survey of individual 

utilities’ seams concerns over time may divulge effects of rate pancaking not readily evident from data 

such as inefficiencies in transmission expansion. 

Absent talking about specific examples, it may be hard to capture benefits on a footprint wide or multi-

RTO basis that would come with improved efficiency in long-term capacity planning for entities near the 

seam. 

An example highlights this issue:  AECC, on January 1, 2018, unwound about 1/3 of their pseudo-tie load 

reducing revenues for MISO transmission owners.  What is the net benefit?  AECC has paid less and 

MISO customers pay more (including the rate paid by AECC).  So, is the net benefit quantified as zero?  

Yes, in a pure mathematical calculation.  AECC intends to unwind the remaining use of the pancaked 

rate, absent a reduction in the rate.  It should be noted that, due to the interconnected nature of certain 

MISO and SPP transmission facilities on the northern portion of the seam, not all Owners would see an 

elimination of pancaked rates by unwinding pseudo-ties.  

It also is difficult to know what long-term transactions would have otherwise been done but-for the 

pancaked rate.   

The point is that the seam and pancaked rates reduce long-term transactions across the seam, reducing 

efficiency in capacity use and planning along the seam.   

A part of the study could also look at the consistency between the RTOs as to how transmission service 

is taken and billed and the application of the Joint Operating Agreement regarding service on the seam. 

Finally, when looking at the impact to the entirety of the RTOs vs. individual entities on the seam, it’s 

important to note that the impact to each of those individual entities, but for their location on the seam, 

is significant, while mitigating the impact to those entities will be negligible to the remaining load in the 



RTOs.  A solution or alternative to rate pancaking can level the playing field for all load vs. harming those 

on the seam. 


