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After the Rate Pancaking Working Group meeting on June 4th, working group members were asked to provide input 
by June 30th on the following:  
 

1) a survey of rate pancaking impacts and 2) a review of FERC EQR data. Please provide us with any of your 
specific suggestions on the information which could gathered from the EQR, survey questions which could 
be proposed, and to whom the survey should be directed.  

 
Condensed Feedback 

1. Evaluate long-term firm TSR’s between SPP and MISO (AEP, MDU, LPSC, OTP1)  

a. The number of customers and amount of load served for each customer 
b. The initiation date and the remaining terms of the contracts under which those loads are being 

served 
c. The rates and fees that those entities pay in each RTO that they believe are pancaked by rate tariff 

reference and by annual amounts 
d. The types of transmission service being used in each RTO to serve those loads 
e. A calculation of the claimed annual impact of paying the pancaked charges for each customer 
f. An explanation of why those customers located in an RTO are being served by suppliers outside 

that RTO 
2. Have you ever decided against a transaction because of the rate pancake? If so, please provide the details.  

(OTP, AEP) 
a. Questions on how rates have impacted past, or are expected to impact future, transactions (OTP)  

3. Get firm PTP transmission and rates from the SPP and MISO OASIS (AEP)   
4. Analysis of Regional through and Out (RTOR) transmission service revenue. The RTO’s should be able to 

provide an aggregate annual revenue that is allocated to Transmission Owners.  (AEP, OGE, LPSC) 
a. Identify threshold where revenue decrease is offset by increased total transactions (OGE) 
b. evaluate a way to balance the benefits of having access to more cost-efficient resources against 

any reduction of revenues from transmission service, factoring in the potential for increasing the 
amount of transactions that may occur with any adjustments to transmission charges (ACP) 

5. How could revenue be allocated that equitably between RTOs since a transactions is using both RTO’s 
transmission system?  

6. Identify the different types of rate pancaking that exists on the SPP/MISO seam. (LPSC) 
7. Review costs associated with pseudo tied generation and load amounts that exist today. (AEP) 

a. Identify LSEs that serve load across seam (LPSC) 
8. Is it possible to tie any generator interconnect and affected system upgrade costs that increase transfer 

capability into a discounted rate pancake rate for those generators that pay for those upgrades? It could be 
discounted all the way to $0 for the MW amount of transfer capability it provides.  

9. Survey Q: Similarities and differences associated with taking transmission service from MISO and SPP on 
the seam, including service charges, calculating NITS (Schedule 9) load and billing for emergency ties and 
how MISO and SPP interpret and apply the changes to Section 5.2 of the MISO-JPP JOA. (MDU, LPSC) 

 
1 OTP includes Otter Tail Power, MDU, AECC, MREZ, and NSP. 



10. Survey Q:  Should Transmission Service be charged for unplanned periods of times when emergency ties 
are used to serve load? -If yes, should after the fact reservations be permitted? (Basin) 

11. Unclear how useful FERC EQR data would be. (AEP, ACP) 

 

 

 

 
  


