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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.  )  Docket No. ER14-1653-000 
 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER AND ANSWER OF 
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC. 

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

(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.13, Southwest Power 

Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) requests permission to answer, and files this answer (“Answer”) to 

address certain issues raised in the protest of Alabama Power Company, Georgia Power 

Company, Gulf Power Company and Mississippi Power Company, by and through their 

agent Southern Company Services, Inc. (collectively, “Southern Companies”) submitted 

in this proceeding.1 

Rule 213(a)(2) provides that a party may answer a protest in circumstances where the 

decisional authority permits the answer for good cause shown. The Commission has 

permitted answers to protests that clarify the record, contribute to an understanding of the 

issues or assists the Commission’s decision-making process.2  SPP seeks leave to submit 

this answer to provide additional clarity to the representations drawn by the protesters.3 

                                                 
1  Submission of Tariff Revisions to Modify SPP Integrated Marketplace of Southwest 

Power Pool, Inc., Docket No. ER14-1653-000 (“April 3 Filing”) (Apr. 3, 2014).  
 
2  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), reh’g denied, 136 FERC ¶ 61,050 (2011); S. Natural Gas 
Co., 121 FERC ¶ 61,118, at P 5 (2007) (answer to protest accepted because it assisted the 
Commission in understanding the issues and ensured a complete record); N.Y. Indep. Sys. 
Operator, Inc., 121 FERC ¶ 61,112, at P 4 (2007) (answer to protest accepted because it 
provided information that assisted the Commission in its decision making process). 

 
3  SPP’s silence in this answer on an issue or argument addressed in any comment or protest 

should not be construed as SPP’s agreement with that issue or argument. 
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Therefore, good cause exists to grant permission to answer and accept this answer in this 

proceeding. 

I. BACKGROUND 

On April 3, 2014, SPP filed revisions to SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff 

(“Tariff”) 4 to effectuate a general clean-up filing to comport the Tariff with previous 

Commission orders, and to modify the Tariff at the direction of the SPP Board of 

Directors. The April 3 Filing provides, in SPP’s opinion, necessary and clarifying 

language to allow entities with resources or load embedded within the SPP footprint to 

pseudo-tie these resources or loads out of SPP into an external Balancing Authority at the 

discretion of the entity. The Tariff modifications proposed by SPP included revisions to 

Attachment AE and AO of the Tariff.  

Attachment AE contains the terms and conditions relevant to the operations and 

settlement of the SPP Energy and Operating Reserve Markets (“Integrated 

Marketplace”). Attachment AO contains the pro forma agreement to be executed by the 

external Balancing Authority assuming responsibility for the resource or load, the Market 

Participant responsible for any charges on SPP’s transmission system and within the 

Integrated Marketplace to accommodate the pseudo-tie, and SPP as the Balancing 

Authority (“SPP BA”) for the SPP footprint. The April 3 Filing reasoned that the 

proposed Tariff modifications provided a mechanism and the flexibility to allow entities 

to utilize their resources and load outside of the Integrated Marketplace.  

On April 24, 2014, Southern Companies filed an intervention and protest of the April 

3 Filing, attacking SPP’s proposal to allow the pseudo-tie of resources and load to an 

                                                 
4  Southwest Power Pool, Inc., FERC Electric Tariff, Sixth Revised Volume No. 1. 
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external Balancing Authority.5 Southern Companies alleges that SPP’s proposal 

unreasonably restricts Southern Companies’ utilization of their Point-to-Point 

Transmission Service (“PTP”) and their pseudo-tie resources, prevents the self-supply of 

losses, and attacks SPP’s filing on procedural grounds. This answer addresses those 

issues and challenges. As will be explained below, SPP’s proposal is a just and 

reasonable accommodation to a non-standard operating process (pseudo-tie) that has been 

constructed in a manner to ensure the reliability of SPP’s portion of the bulk electric 

system, and maintain SPP’s efficient and operationally sound administration of the 

Integrated Marketplace. 

II. ANSWER 

A. SPP’S PSEUDO-TIE DESIGN IS A JUST AND REASONABLE 
ACCOMODATION TO ALLOW SOUTHERN COMPANIES THE 
OPTION TO UTLIZE ITS RESOURCES OUTSIDE THE SPP 
FOOTPRINT. 
 

The Protest requests that the Commission should decline to accept the April 3 

Filing because it has not been shown to be just and reasonable.6 In the alternative, 

Southern Companies requests that the matter be set for hearing and/or settlement 

procedures.7 Both requests should be rejected by the Commission; however, this Answer 

will provide supplemental information with the intent to clarify the issues the Protest 

raises. At a minimum, Southern Companies request for hearing and/or settlement 

procedures should be denied because such action would unreasonably delay 

implementation of the Tariff modifications that clarify the calculation of congestion and 

                                                 
5  Motion to Intervene and Protest of Southern Companies, Docket No. ER14-1653-000 

(Apr. 24, 2014) (“Protest”). 
 
6  See Protest at 4. 
 
7  Id. 



 
 

4 
 

loss charges for pseudo-tie out resources. As explained in this Answer, SPP’s proposed 

methodology for settlement of congestion and loss charges for pseudo-tie out is 

consistent with the Tariff’s provision of such for other Market Participants. Delay in a 

Commission order on the April 3 Filing would also result in uncertainty for other SPP 

customers wishing to utilize the pseudo-tie out mechanism to place their SPP imbedded 

resources or load into an external Balancing Authority.  

The arguments raised by the Protest attacking the April 3 Filing’s proposed 

treatment of pseudo-tie out resources should be rejected by the Commission because 

Southern Companies’ request to designate the full capacity of its resource to a Balancing 

Authority external to SPP necessitates SPP’s proposal. The pseudo-tie out places 

limitations and obligations upon SPP that if not dealt with correctly will degrade both 

transmission service on the SPP system and the efficiency of the Integrated Marketplace, 

and result in increased congestion and losses costs that will have to be borne by all other 

Market Participants.  

First, by registering the resource’s full output as a pseudo-tie out, Southern 

Companies has removed the resource’s total output from consideration as an asset in the 

Integrated Marketplace. In other words, any energy produced by the resource must be 

fully available at the interface for the use in the non-SPP system. Second, by placing the 

resource in an external Balancing Authority, SPP has no dispatch authority over the 

resource and cannot utilize the resource to serve SPP load through the SPP energy market 

or manage congestion.  By registering its resource as a pseudo-tie out, Southern 

Companies requires SPP to make the resource’s full output available at the interface 

(regardless of whether in real-time operations Southern Companies utilizes the full 
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output), and SPP must hold firm transmission capacity in reserve for the fully designated 

capacity. Therefore, it is just and reasonable for SPP to require firm transmission 

arrangements to support the export of the pseudo-tie out.  

 1. A Pseudo-tie out is a non-standard operating process and SPP’s 

accommodation balances the interests of the pseudo-tie out and the SPP 

transmission and energy markets. 

Southern Companies’ underlying protest is an attack on the pseudo-tie 

arrangement that allows entities with resources and load embedded within the SPP 

footprint to be utilized for the benefit of markets outside of SPP.  Pseudo-tie 

arrangements are not a “normal” operating procedure, but rather, a pseudo-tie is an 

accommodation that may be extended for justifiable reasons. A pseudo-tied resource is 

operationally considered in another market for purposes of modeling and dispatch. 

Notwithstanding this modeling technique, the system impacts of the resource or loads are 

still a reality for the host Balancing Authority’s transmission system. 

The accommodation being proposed by SPP in the April 3 Filing was not required 

by the Commission in its conditional approval of the Integrated Marketplace. In its order 

conditionally approving the Integrated Marketplace, the Commission accepted SPP’s 

proposal to allow external generators to participate in the Integrated Marketplace, finding 

that participation by external generators in a market can be beneficial for the market as a 

whole.8 However, the Commission did not require that SPP provide a mechanism for 

internal resources (or loads) to be an integral part of non-SPP markets.  

                                                 
8  See Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 141 FERC ¶ 61,048 (2012) at P 349 (“October 18 Order”). 

See also Sw. Power Pool, Inc., Letter Order, Docket No. ER14-416-000 (Jan. 29, 2014) 
(The Commission accepted a minor clarification to Attachment AO regarding Meter 
Agent responsibilities). 
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SPP recognizes the benefits that remote wind resources may offer to markets. In 

an effort to accommodate the requests by certain entities to allow resources and load to 

forego the benefits of the Integrated Marketplace and be available for non-SPP footprints, 

SPP created the pseudo-tie out option. The Tariff modifications proposed in the April 3 

Filing are intended to clarify the Tariff mechanism for the settlement of congestion and 

loss charges for the transmission service utilized by the entity to deliver pseudo-tie out 

energy to an external Balancing Authority. Such processes are designed to be both 

operationally thorough to ensure reliability, and practical to minimize the operational 

difficulties and costs SPP would bear to accommodate such pseudo-tie out resources and 

loads.  

The “just and reasonable” standard is created by statute and applied by the 

Commission when examining both a utility’s rates and non-rate terms and conditions.9 

However, the Commission and courts have recognized that there is no single “just and 

reasonable” rate or non-rate terms and condition.10 Rather, the Commission evaluates 

rates and tariff provisions to determine whether they fall within a zone of 

reasonableness.11 If they do, then they will satisfy the statutory standard.12 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
9  16 U.S.C. §824d(a).  
 
10  See Montana-Dakota Utils. Co. v. Nw. Pub. Serv. Co., 341 U.S. 246, 251 (1951) 

(“[s]tatutory reasonableness is an abstract quality represented by an area rather than a 
pinpoint. It allows a substantial spread between what is unreasonable because too low and 
what is unreasonable because too high”). 

 
11  See Permian Basin Area Rate Case, 390 U.S. 747, 767 (1968) (recognizing the courts 

have no authority to set aside a Commission order adopted as just and reasonable when it 
is within a zone of reasonableness). 

 
12  In order to satisfy the “just and reasonable” standard, a party must only show that the 

proposal is reasonable and adequate and not that it is the best or superior to other 
alternative proposals. See, e.g., Cities of Bethany v. FERC, 727 F.2d 1131, 1136 (D.C. 
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 SPP’s proposed design for pseudo-tie out is just and reasonable because it allows 

entities the opportunity to utilize their resources outside of SPP as a pseudo-tie, while 

balancing SPP’s interests to maintain system reliability and efficient operation of the 

Integrated Marketplace. SPP’s proposed Tariff modifications and design for pseudo-tie 

out clarifies the transmission costs for entities to effectively utilize their resources 

(located within SPP) within external non-SPP markets. SPP’s proposal also necessarily is 

designed to foster reliability of the transmission system, provides terms of transmission 

service consistent for similarly situated Market Participants desiring to pseudo-tie its 

assets out of SPP, and allows SPP to administer an efficient and effective energy market 

within its footprint. This balancing of interest provides the backstop to facilitate the 

pseudo-tie out. SPP’s proposal falls into the zone of reasonableness as it allows both 

interests identified above to be met in as reasonable means as possible.  

2. The firm transmission arrangements required by SPP are necessary to 

effectuate the pseudo-tie out consistent with the operational realities of the SPP 

transmission system and the Integrated Marketplace. 

Southern Companies protest SPP’s requirement for firm transmission 

arrangements to support the export of the pseudo-tie out resource to the interface point.13 

The Protest argues that this represents an inferior form of transmission service due to the 

requirement that the total output of the pseudo-tie out designated to transmission service 

                                                                                                                                                 
Cir. 1984). When evaluating the Commission’s “just and reasonable” decisions, the 
courts look at the results reached not the methods employed. See Federal Power Comm’n 
v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 602 (1944) (“[i]f the total effect of the rate order 
cannot be said to be unjust and unreasonable, judicial inquiry under the [Natural Gas Act] 
is at an end.). 

 
13  See Protest at 6. 
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may only be scheduled to support the pseudo-tie resource.14 Southern Companies further 

complains that SPP’s requirements are counter to Commission policy, and SPP’s Tariff, 

and unreasonably restrict the ability to redirect the PTP designated for the pseudo-tie 

out.15  

Such arguments fail to recognize the operational impacts and challenges 

necessary to allow entities to pseudo-tie resources out of an established market, which 

market has developed rules and protocols that must be followed to ensure market 

legitimacy.  The pseudo-tie out arrangement requires SPP to hold (in its entirety) all firm 

transmission service reserved by such entities that is designated for the external 

Balancing Authority; and such reservation (due to this full time utilization) is not 

available for redirection due to the full time utilization of the reservation by the pseudo-

tie. Additionally, the operation of the resource affects the calculation of the congestion 

and losses portion of the Locational Marginal Price (“LMP”)16 on the transmission 

facilities subject to the SPP Tariff.  Under the SPP Tariff, all usage of the transmission 

facilities, including market, Network Integrated Transmission Service, and PTP bear 

those costs pursuant to Attachment AE. SPP has no other choice but to recognize the full 

impact of the resource’s output in the SPP transmission and energy markets, while at the 

same time SPP has no right to leverage the resource to serve the Integrated 

                                                 
14  Id. 
 
15  See Protest at 7. 
 
16  See Tariff at Attachment AE, Section 1.1- L Definitions. LMP is “[t]he price for Energy 

at a given Price Node which is equivalent to the marginal cost of serving demand at the 
Price Node while meeting the Transmission Provider Operating Reserve requirements.” 
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Marketplace.17 Finally, SPP has not found a workable solution to allow the resource to 

sell directly to SPP because the pseudo-tie out resource is not registered as an asset in the 

Integrated Marketplace and is considered operationally in an external Balancing 

Authority.  

As a result of the full-time nature of a pseudo-tie, SPP must require the firm 

transmission service be scheduled to support the pseudo-tie out resource. Due to its 

capacity being fully designated for the external market, the pseudo-tied resource’s impact 

on the available transmission capacity must be accounted as its total MW output impact. 

From an operational standpoint, SPP is required to hold the full transmission service in 

reserve, and the entity may utilize its pseudo-tie out at will.18   

Due to the location of the pseudo-tie on SPP’s system, the resource must be 

scheduled to deliver the energy from itself as a point of receipt and at a point of delivery 

(interface) where the energy exits SPP into the external Balancing Authority. A pseudo-

tie out, in order to be reflected in real-time operations, must be managed in a manner 

similar to an e-Tag,19 in that the delivery of energy requires transmission service to 

deliver power from a point of receipt to a point of delivery.  It is not unreasonable or 

unjust for SPP to provide a mechanism that takes the total output into account.  

SPP must also calculate the congestion and loss charges for PTP to be attributable 

to the delivery of the pseudo-tie out because the resource is physically located within SPP 

                                                 
17  Pseudo-tied out resources are not included as SPP market resources in the market’s 

Security Constrained Economic Commitment or Dispatch algorithms of the SPP Market 
and therefore are not available to the SPP Balancing Authority or SPP Market congestion 
management processes. 

18  Whether the resource produces 100 MW or the full output for actual delivery is 
immaterial. SPP must honor the full output of 200 MW that the entity has reserved. 

 
19  PTP customers utilize e-Tags to schedule power deliveries that exit the SPP system. 
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and utilizes SPP facilities to deliver energy to the external Balancing Authority.20 In 

regards to the pseudo-tie out resource, only the actual energy generated will be charged 

for congestion and losses. For these reasons, SPP’s proposal to require firm transmission 

service that is fully designated for the pseudo-tie out resource is a reasonable response to 

manage the available transmission service in the SPP footprint. It is also reasonable to 

only charge congestion and losses based on the actual energy that is generated and which 

SPP delivers to the external Balancing Authority.  

Southern Companies argues that the firm transmission service required is unjust 

and unreasonable because there is no opportunity to redirect the pseudo-tie out resource, 

citing the Tariff Section 22.1 to assert a right to redirect firm transmission service as non-

firm. Section 22 of the Tariff contains the general terms for changes in service 

specifications. In Section 22.1 provides that a Transmission Customer taking Firm PTP 

may request the provision of transmission service on a non-firm basis over points of 

receipt and points of delivery other than those specified in the service agreement for long-

term firm PTP.21  

Southern Companies reference to Section 22.1 tells only half the story and does 

not take into account the special status requested for the pseudo-tie out. SPP’s 

requirements are not the result of a non-public or unpublished business practice as 

Southern Companies alleges. Rather, the requirements are necessary based on the full-

time utilization of the transmission service through a pseudo-tie, unavailability of the 

                                                 
20  SPP calculates and settles congestion and loss charges pursuant to Attachment AE of the 

Tariff. 
 
21  See Tariff, Section 22.1. See also Protest at 7 and n. 9. 
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resource for SPP operations, and the related impacts on transmission availability to serve 

SPP load.  

The ability to redirect assumes the ability to identify a secondary point of receipt 

and point of delivery. The pseudo-tie arrangement does not provide a secondary point of 

receipt or point of delivery that can be determined. As a result, there is nothing that can 

be redirected because the PTP is designated in its full amount for the pseudo-tie. A 

Market Participant utilizing the pseudo-tie out option is obligated for the transmission 

capacity to serve the pseudo-tie for the time period the resource is registered as a pseudo-

tie out.22  Southern Companies, and other similarly situated entities, must pay for the 

entire reservation of energy that SPP must hold regardless of how much energy is 

scheduled. 

SPP provided a viable alternative to allow the entity scheduling the PTP to 

redirect its service, which alternative was rejected by Southern Companies.23 To achieve 

the daily flexibility desired by Southern Companies, SPP recommends that the resource 

be registered in the Integrated Marketplace (as opposed to pseudo-tie out) and such 

registration would allow power deliveries from the resource to be dynamically scheduled 

to leave the SPP footprint at the interface point.  

                                                 
22  Integrated Marketplace rules allow a Market Participant to change the registration of 

asset type according to the timelines established in the SPP Market Protocols. See Tariff 
at Attachment AE, Section 2.2(5). See also SPP Market Protocols at Section 6.2.7(d) and 
6.4. 

 
23  The operational requirements and limitations of the pseudo-tie out option were 

communicated to the entities responsible for the resource during the registration process 
in the fall of 2013. During this time, the alternative to register as an asset in the Integrated 
Marketplace and dynamically schedule the resource was proposed by SPP.  
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This standard dynamic scheduling, rather than pseudo-tie out, will provide the 

flexibility to redirect service that Southern Companies requests. In the absence of that 

option, SPP’s pseudo-tie out requirements are reasonably constructed to foster reliability 

and efficient administration of transmission service, congestion management, and the 

Integrated Marketplace. To require otherwise would force SPP to pass the costs of 

congestion and loss of the pseudo-tie out onto other Market Participants, and provide 

uncertainty to the PTP process.  

B. SOUTHERN COMPANIES’ PROTEST OF SPP’S PROPOSED 
RECOVERY OF THE COSTS FOR CONGESTION AND LOSSES FOR 
PSEUDO-TIE OUT IS AN IMPERMISSIBLE ATTACK ON A 
PREVIOUS COMMISSION ORDER. 

 
The Protest argues that flexibility for transmission customers exporting energy 

from the SPP region is diminished because the April 3 Filing proposes to determine and 

charge congestion and loss charges through the Integrated Marketplace.24 As a basis for 

its arguments, Southern Companies points to obsolete versions of the Tariff (pre-

Integrated Marketplace) that allowed transmission customers to “self-supply” losses.25  

The Commission should reject Southern Companies’ arguments because they are an 

impermissible attack26 on previous Commission orders which have approved SPP’s 

settlement of congestion and loss charges for PTP through the Integrated Marketplace.27 

                                                 
24  See Protest at 8. 
 
25  Id. 
 
26  See, e.g., New Eng. Conf. of Pub. Utils. Comm'rs v. Bangor Hydro-Electric Co., 135 

FERC ¶ 61,140, P 27 (2011) (“A collateral attack is "[a]n attack on a judgment in a 
proceeding other than a direct appeal" and is generally prohibited. Disfavor for collateral 
attacks is embodied in the doctrine of collateral estoppel: once a court or adjudicative 
body has decided an issue of fact or law necessary to its judgment, that decision may 
preclude relitigation of the issue in a suit on a different cause of action involving a party 
to the first case.”) 
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SPP’s Commission-approved Tariff, which was effective March 1, 2014 for the 

Integrated Marketplace, does not provide for the self-supply of losses. Rather, the Tariff 

provides for the settlement of losses for PTP within the Integrated Marketplace. Pursuant 

to Section 15.7 of the Tariff, losses associated with PTP are the responsibility of the 

Transmission Customer in accordance with the procedures of Attachment M of the Tariff. 

Attachment M of the SPP Tariff provides the loss compensation procedure for the 

determination of losses for PTP. This loss compensation procedure is used to “quantify 

transmission loss energy that the Transmission Customer is responsible under this 

Tariff.”28 Attachment M further provides, in part: 

“Loss energy shall not be separately calculated for Point-
To-Point Transmission Service for the purposes of 
calculating charges under Schedule 7 and Schedule 8 to this 
Tariff.  Loss energy associated with settlement of Point-To-
Point Transmission Service schedules in the Integrated 
Marketplace shall be accounted for under the settlement 
procedures for the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets 
specified in Attachment AE.”29  

 
 Further, Attachment AE in Section 8.3 provides the terms and conditions for the 

calculation of the marginal loss component and the congestion cost component of the 

LMP.30 This method of calculation and settlement has been approved for other organized 

markets as well.31  The removal of the option of self-supply of losses is consistent with 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
27  See October 18 Order at Ordering Paragraph (A). 
 
28  See Tariff at Attachment M, Section I. 
 
29  Id. at Section III. 
 
30  See Tariff at Attachment AE, Section 8.3. 
 
31  See, e.g., Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 116 FERC ¶ 61,274, at PP 90-95 (2006).  
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the market design approved by the Commission, and is just and reasonable as a means to 

calculate congestion and losses for all Transmission Customers in a consistent and non-

discriminatory manner within the SPP’s Integrated Marketplace.32  SPP would be clear 

that entities arranging the pseudo-tie out will only be charged congestion and losses for 

the actual energy flows and not for the total transmission reservation.33 

Southern Companies seems to be asking the Commission to approve a superior 

position for themselves than other entities who must utilize e-Tags for PTP exiting the 

system; and appears to be an attempt to use a pseudo-tie to avoid the costs for congestion 

and losses that their pseudo-tie transaction creates on SPP’s transmission facilities. The 

Commission should reject Southern Companies’ requests that would allow them to avoid 

settlement of congestion and losses for pseudo-tie out transactions that is consistent with 

other PTP transactions, namely, through the operation and settlement of the Integrated 

Marketplace. 

As the Commission has previously approved, by order, SPP’s methodology for 

calculating congestion and loss charges for PTP, Southern Companies should not be 

allowed to now protest that methodology in regards to firm PTP required to facilitate the 

                                                 
32  Such as PTP for pseudo-tie out must be treated similarly to e-Tags of PTP schedules for 

resources registered in the market, likewise charges for congestion and loss should be 
attributable to the entity that utilizes PTP to pseudo-tie out a resource into an external 
market. To allow the pseudo-tie out to completely avoid congestion and loss charges 
settlement through Attachment AE would result in the costs being passed onto all other 
Market Participants. 

 
33  For typical PTP schedules, the MP can only utilize the amount scheduled, not reserved.  

Therefore SPP charges losses and congestions for the full amount scheduled. With 
regards to pseudo-tie out and dynamic schedules, SPP will only charge losses and 
congestion for what is utilized; however, due to pseudo-tie out being a resource 
registration option and not a dynamic schedule, SPP must allow this pseudo-tied out 
resource to be utilized in the full amount of the pseudo-tie  capacity at any given moment.  
Hence, an entity utilizing a pseudo-tie out will get charged for what energy is used but 
have the flexibility to use whatever amount of transmission up to the total amount at any 
time; whereas the typical PTP customer must stick to its schedule. 
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pseudo-tie out resources. Such protest constitutes an improper attack on a prior 

Commission order. The Commission should reject any attempt by Southern Companies to 

require SPP to treat pseudo-tie out differently than other PTP Transmission Customers, 

who must pay congestion and loss compensation through the process outlined in the 

Tariff.  Such a result would be discriminatory and inconsistent with Commission 

precedent and disrupt SPP’s already successful market operations.  

C. GOOD CAUSE EXISTS TO GRANT SPP’S REQUEST FOR WAIVER, 
AND NOTICE WAS PROVIDED TO SPP STAKEHOLDERS IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH SPP’S STANDARD PRACTICES. 
 

The Protest argues that SPP did not comply with the Commission’s regulations 

sufficiently to warrant SPP’s request for waiver.34 Southern Companies complains that 

SPP did not adequately describe how customers would be affected by the rate change nor 

provided the requisite service.35  

SPP’s service for the April 3 Filing was made in accordance with SPP’s long 

standing process for providing notice of filings to its stakeholders. For any filings of new 

Section 205 Tariff modifications, SPP provides to notice to the Commission, and SPP 

stakeholders (including transmission customers and members), and state regulatory 

commissions through the use of official SPP service lists. Southern Companies has a 

contact listed in the official SPP service list and this individual was included on SPP’s 

document service email date April 3, 2014 for the April 3 Filing. In addition, access to 

the SPP Filings (Public) Exploder (“Public Exploder”) is on its website at 

http://www.spp.org/exploder.asp; and any interested party may sign up for and the Public 

Exploder and receive formal communications and notices from SPP regarding filings, 

                                                 
34  See generally Protest at 9-11. 
 
35  Southern Companies cites to 18 C.F.R. §35.11. 
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both Section 205, related to Section 206 filings, and informational filings submitted to the 

Commission.  

SPP also wishes to restate and revise some of the information provided in the 

April 3 Filing. As stated in the April 3 Filing, the market design and software necessary 

to implement the settlement of pseudo-tie out accommodations was in development at the 

time of the original filing. SPP’s target for implementation of the software changes 

necessary to settle congestion and losses for pseudo-tie out was identified as April 17, 

2014. SPP would like to update the Commission that the target date for implementation 

of the software has been rescheduled to June 12, 2014.  

With respect to the waiver of the Commission’s sixty (60) day notice requirement, 

the requested March 1, 2014 effective date will allow SPP to settle all market transactions 

for pseudo-tie out. SPP explained the purpose for the waiver in the April 3 Filing. 

However, since the April 3 Filing, and in light of Southern Companies Protest, Waiver is 

now appropriate for an additional reason.  Waiver of the Commission’s notice 

requirement is appropriate because entities wishing to pseudo-tie resources or load out of 

SPP are already being accommodated. The pseudo-tie out has been recognized by SPP 

operations since go-live of the Integrated Marketplace on March 1, 2014. Directly, these 

entities are taking advantage of the pseudo-tie out mechanism, and utilizing their 

resources in external SPP markets. In essence, these entities are already receiving the 

benefits of the pseudo-tie out arrangement.  

Southern Companies’ reliance on Central Hudson to argue that SPP must provide 

a “strong showing” of a proposed rate change36 is irrelevant. As Southern Companies 

                                                 
36  See Protest at 10-11. 
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points out, Central Hudson provides for situations “such as rate increases not provided 

for in a contract or settlement on file with the Commission…”37 As previously explained 

herein, Southern Companies is already subject to congestion and loss charges for PTP 

through the Integrated Marketplace Tariff, which has been approved by previous 

Commission orders. In a nutshell, the Tariff already provides that PTP customers will be 

subject to congestion and loss charges through the settlement of the Integrated 

Marketplace. As a result, SPP is not seeking a rate increase that is not already provided 

for in a contract. Southern Companies cited language from Central Hudson is not 

applicable to the issue.  

Rather,  SPP’s proposed Tariff modifications, provides an automated process to 

calculate and settle the pseudo-tie out transactions, and would allow SPP to avoid the 

time consuming and inefficient manual settlement. To date, SPP has not manually settled 

congestion and losses for pseudo-tie out; rather, SPP intends, upon Commission approval, 

to settle these transactions back to March 1, 2014 with the developed software. SPP 

believes it is just and reasonable to resettle back to March 1, 2014 so that entities with 

current pseudo-tie out (such as Southern Companies) can be responsible for the 

congestion and losses on the SPP system for the PTP that the entity employs to achieve 

the benefits of its pseudo-tie out resources. Conversely, to allow these entities, in light of 

the current benefit, to avoid congestion and loss charges payments that other transmission 

customers are required to pay currently under the Tariff would not be a just and 

reasonable result.   

                                                 
37  Id. at 10. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above (and as provided in the April 3 Filing), SPP requests 

that the Commission:  

1)  Reject Southern Companies’ Protest submitted in this proceeding;  

2)  Find that SPP’s proposal to manage the pseudo-tie out of resources and loads into 

non-SPP footprints is just and reasonable; 

3)   Approve a March 1, 2014 effective date for the Tariff revisions so that SPP may 

utilize the automated system to settle congestion and losses for pseudo-tie out; and, 

4) Grant all other relief that the Commission finds is appropriate in this matter.  

Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Matthew S. Harward 
Matthew S. Harward 

  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
201 Worthen Drive 

  Little Rock, AR 72223 
  Telephone (501) 614-3560 
  Facsimile (501) 482-2022  

 
Attorney for 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon each 
person designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 
 
 Dated at Little Rock, Arkansas, this 9th day of May, 2014. 
 
       /s/ Michelle Harris  
       Michelle Harris 
        
        

 


