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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. ) Docket No. ER14-67-000

ANSWER OF 
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC.

Pursuant to Rule 213 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“Commission’s”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 CFR § 385.213, Southwest Power 

Pool, Inc., (“SPP”) files this answer1 to the motion to intervene and comments of Western 

Farmers Electric Cooperative (“WFEC”)2 and the comments of American Electric Power 

Service Corporation (“AEP”)3 submitted in this proceeding.  

I. BACKGROUND

On October 9, 2013, SPP submitted for filing in this docket: (1) a Network 

Integration Transmission Service Agreement (“NITSA”) between SPP as Transmission 

Provider and AEP, as agent for Public Service Company of Oklahoma (“PSO”) and 

Southwestern Electric Power Company (“SWEPCO”), as Network Customer (“Sixteenth 

                                                     
1 SPP seeks leave to submit this answer to assist the Commission’s decision-

making process and clarify the issues.  The Commission regularly allows answers 
for such purposes.  See, e.g., Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 135 FERC ¶ 61,223, at P 27 
(2011) (accepting answers that aided the Commission’s decision-making); Sw. 
Power Pool, Inc., 132 FERC ¶ 61,042, at P 28 (2010) (same); Sw. Power Pool, 
Inc., 131 FERC ¶ 61,252, at P 19 (2010) (same); Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 128 FERC 
¶ 61,018, at P 15 (2009) (same); Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 126 FERC ¶ 61,153, at 
P 18 (2009) (same).

2 Motion To Intervene and Comments of Western Farmers Electric Cooperative, 
Docket No. ER14-67-000 (Oct. 30, 2013) (“WFEC Comments”).

3 Comments of American Electric Power Service Corporation, Docket No. ER14-
67-000 (Oct. 30, 2013) (“AEP Comments”).
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Revised AEP NITSA”); (2) a Network Operating Agreement (“NOA”) between SPP as 

Transmission Provider, and AEP, as agent for PSO and SWEPCO, as Network Customer, 

and AEP, as agent for PSO, SWEPCO, and AEP Texas North Company, as Host 

Transmission Owner (“Sixteenth Revised AEP NOA”); and (3) a NOA between SPP as 

Transmission Provider, AEP as agent for PSO and SWEPCO as Network Customer, and 

WFEC, as Host Transmission Owner (“Sixteenth Revised WFEC NOA”).4  The 

Sixteenth Revised AEP NITSA, Sixteenth Revised AEP NOA, and Sixteenth Revised 

WFEC NOA are collectively referred to as the “Sixteenth Revised AEP Agreements” and 

collectively designated as Sixteenth Revised Service Agreement No. 1148.5  The 

Sixteenth Revised AEP Agreements facilitate the establishment of two new points of 

delivery (“POD”) on the WFEC transmission system to serve AEP load: the Ellis and 

Wapanucka PODs.6  

As SPP explained in the October 9 Filing, pursuant to Attachment AQ of the SPP 

Open Access Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”), which contains the delivery point addition 

process, once SPP determines that a delivery point change will have no significant impact 

on the transmission system, the Host Transmission Owner and Transmission Customer 

are to specify each party’s responsibility for engineering, design, construction, and cost 

of the necessary facilities.7  In this case, that meant that WFEC and AEP were required to 

                                                     
4 Submission of Network Integration Transmission Service Agreement and 

Network Operating Agreements, Docket No. ER14-67-000 (Oct. 9, 2013) 
(“October 9 Filing”).

5 October 9 Filing at 1 n.1.

6 Id. at 2-3.

7 Id. at 4.
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agree on the engineering, design, construction and cost of the Ellis and Wapanucka 

PODs.8  However, WFEC and AEP have been unable to reach agreement with regard to 

both the design of the facilities at the Ellis and Wapanucka PODs, as well as how the 

costs of those facilities should be allocated.9  The transmission service for the Ellis POD 

was scheduled to begin on October 1, 2013, and the transmission service for the 

Wapanucka POD was scheduled to begin on November 1, 2013.10  As SPP understands

the current situation, AEP either has completed construction or is currently constructing 

the facilities that AEP determined to be required to enable its request for service, while 

WFEC has not yet completed construction of the facilities required for the requested 

transmission service to begin at the Ellis and Wapanucka PODs.11  

WFEC and AEP filed comments in this proceeding urging the Commission to 

resolve their dispute regarding the required engineering and design of, and cost allocation 

for, the facilities at the Ellis and Wapanucka PODs.

II. ANSWER

SPP submits this answer to clarify SPP’s role in the delivery point process and its 

position with regard to the facilities necessary for the new PODs requested by AEP.  

Because SPP does not determine the delivery point facilities required to accommodate a 

POD change, SPP takes no position on how those facilities should be classified (e.g., as 

                                                     
8 Id.

9 Id. at 2-3.

10 Id. at 3.

11 Id.
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Transmission Facilities, Distribution Facilities, etc.) or how the costs for those facilities 

should be allocated and has not done so in this proceeding.

A. SPP Has a Very Limited Role in the Attachment AQ Process When 
There Are No Significant Impacts To the Transmission System

SPP explained in the October 9 Filing that “Attachment AQ of the SPP Tariff 

specifies the process for the addition of new delivery points under the SPP Tariff.”12  As 

discussed below, SPP has a very limited role in that process when it determines that the 

addition of new delivery points results in no significant impacts to the Transmission 

System.

Section 3.2 of Attachment AQ provides that, upon receipt of a request for new 

delivery points, SPP, as Transmission Provider, will “perform a preliminary assessment 

of the impact of the requested delivery point configuration change on the Transmission 

System.”13  Section 3.2 further provides that, “[f]or all requests for which the 

Transmission Provider finds no significant impact on the Transmission System, Host 

Transmission Owner will coordinate completion of such change in local delivery 

facilities, including all required studies.”14  In such cases, section 3.1 provides that the 

Host Transmission Owner conducts a Load Connection Study (“LCS”) which “assess[es]

the feasibility of . . . establishing the new delivery point” and “determine[s] the details 

and estimated cost of facilities necessary for establishing the requested delivery point and 

                                                     
12 Id.  “When it becomes necessary or desirable to . . . establish a new delivery 

point, including metering or other facilities at such location, the provisions of this 
Attachment AQ shall apply.”  SPP Tariff, Attachment AQ § 1.0.

13 SPP Tariff, Attachment AQ § 3.2.

14 Id.  In the event the SPP were to find that there are significant impacts to the 
Transmission System, SPP would conduct a Delivery Point Network Study.  Id.
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any system additions/upgrades needed to address any problems identified in the LCS.”15   

Additionally, section 4.0 provides that the “Transmission Customer and Host 

Transmission Owner shall agree to and specify in writing each party’s responsibility for 

engineering, design, construction, and cost of [the] facilities.”16  

As Transmission Provider, SPP performed a preliminary assessment of AEP’s 

request and found no significant impacts to the Transmission System.  Therefore, in 

accordance with section 3.1 of Attachment AQ, WFEC, as the Host Transmission Owner, 

was responsible for conducting a LCS for both the Ellis and Wapanucka PODs.  As 

required by section 4.0 of Attachment AQ, WFEC and AEP (and not SPP) were to 

determine and agree upon the engineering and design of the facilities necessary to 

establish the Ellis and Wapanucka PODs.  Thus, SPP involvement was limited to 

performing the preliminary assessment of AEP’s request, and played no role in 

determining the engineering or design of these facilities.  

B. SPP Takes No Position Regarding the Classification of the Facilities 
Or How Their Costs Should Be Allocated

Just as SPP does not determine the engineering or design of delivery point 

facilities, SPP also takes no position on how those facilities should be classified (e.g., as 

Transmission Facilities, Distribution Facilities, etc.), or how their costs should be 

allocated.  In other words, SPP, as Transmission Provider, is agnostic.  

In each of their comments, however, WFEC and AEP assert that SPP somehow 

has suggested a position with regard to how the facilities at the Ellis and Wapanucka 

PODs should be classified, and that such purported classifications should carry weight as 

                                                     
15 Id. Attachment AQ § 3.1.

16 Id. Attachment AQ § 4.0.
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to how the costs associated with the facilities should be allocated.17  Simply put, these 

assertions should be given no weight.  Even if SPP indicated a possible position, it would 

not be determinative of the facility classification and cost allocation because Attachment 

AQ expressly leaves those determinations to the Transmission Customer and Host 

Transmission Owner, which none of the parties dispute.18  Nevertheless, SPP clarifies 

that it takes no position with regard to the classification of the facilities that are 

associated with the Ellis and Wapanucka PODs.

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, SPP requests that the Commission accept SPP’s 

answer to the WFEC Comments and the AEP Comments in order to aid the Commission 

in its decision-making.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Carrie L. Bumgarner
Carrie L. Bumgarner
Patrick L. Morand
Wright & Talisman, P.C.
1200 G Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C.  20005
(202) 393-1200 (phone)
(202) 393-1240 (fax)
bumgarner@wrightlaw.com
morand@wrightlaw.com

Attorneys for
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

November 18, 2013

                                                     
17 WFEC Comments at 18-19 (In a draft transmittal letter, “SPP suggested 

Sponsored Upgrade designation for the Ellis and Wapanucka PODs”); AEP 
Comments at 24 n.72 (In a conference call “SPP has expressed its view” that they 
are “reliability facilities eligible for inclusion in general transmission rates”).

18 See WFEC Comments at 7-8; AEP Comments at 7.
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