
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

OFFICE OF ENERGY MARKET REGULATION

In Reply Refer To:
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
Docket No. ER14-1653-000

May 30, 2014    

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
201 Worthen Drive
Little Rock, AR 72223

Attention: Matthew Harward
Attorney

Reference: Submission of Tariff Revisions to Modify SPP Integrated Marketplace

Dear Mr. Harward:

On April 3, 2014, you submitted on behalf of Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) in 
Docket No. ER14-1653-000 proposed revisions to SPP’s Open Access Transmission 
Tariff (Tariff) to make ministerial revisions to SPP’s Tariff and to refine aspects of the 
Integrated Marketplace. Alabama Power Company, Georgia Power Company, Gulf 
Power Company, and Mississippi Power Company, by and through their agent Southern 
Company Services, Inc. (collectively, Southern) submitted a motion to intervene and 
protest.  On May 9, 2014, SPP filed an answer (May 9 Answer) to Southern’s protest.  On 
May 22, 2014, Southern filed an answer to SPP’s answer.

Please be advised that this filing is deficient and additional information is 
necessary to process it.  Please provide complete responses to the following:

1. At page 11 of SPP’s May 9 Answer, you state that “[t]he 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.”

a. Please explain what is meant that a secondary point of receipt and point of 
delivery cannot be “identified” or “determined.”  In your answer, please 
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explain in detail the technical reasons, if any, why SPP cannot “identify” or 
“determine” secondary points of receipt and delivery.  For example, please
describe any operational, software, or other technical limitations. 

b. Does a dynamic schedule arrangement provide a secondary point of receipt or 
point of delivery that can be determined?  If so, please explain how and 
compare with a pseudo-tie arrangement.

2. Please explain why SPP proposes to prohibit redirects of point-to-point transmission 
service for pseudo-tied out resources.  Does SPP believe Southern wishes to redirect a 
portion of its transmission reservation to accommodate a power purchase from 
another resource and in so doing pseudo-tie out that other resource. What does SPP 
understand the nature of Southern’s request to redirect for pseudo-tied out resources 
to constitute?  For instance, does SPP understand the request to constitute a request to 
accommodate a power purchase from another resource and in so doing pseudo-tie out 
that other resource? 

3. At page 8 of SPP’s May 9 Answer, you state that “[t]he 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.”  SPP adds in footnote 18 of its May 9
Answer that “[w]hether 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.”  

a. Please explain why the pseudo-tie out arrangement requires SPP to hold in its 
entirety all firm transmission service reserved by such entities whether or not 
the resource is using the full capacity of the reservation.  Please explain what 
distinguishes the point-to-point transmission service underlying a pseudo-tie 
out arrangement from that underlying a non-pseudo-tie arrangement where a 
customer retains the option to redirect a portion of its unused reservation.

b. Please explain why SPP cannot permit a redirect when a pseudo-tie out 
resource (such as a wind generator) is forecasted to operate at a quarter of its 
full output or is inoperable due to mechanical failure.  In your answer, please 
explain in detail the technical reasons, if any, that SPP seeks to prohibit a 
redirect in this circumstance.

c. If SPP permitted Southern to redirect in the situations described above in 
subpart (b) to this question, what would be the operational impacts and 
associated costs, if any, on SPP and its market participants?
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4. At page 9 of SPP’s May 9 Answer, you state that “[a] pseudo-tie out, in order to be 
reflected in real-time operations, must be managed in a manner similar to an e-Tag, in 
that delivery of energy requires transmission service to deliver power from a point of 
receipt to a point of delivery.”  Under normal and emergency operations, please 
describe the controls and information to which SPP has access for a pseudo-tie out 
arrangement.  How do the controls and information SPP has access to differ in a 
dynamic scheduling arrangement?  

5. At page 10 of SPP’s May 9 Answer, in response to Southern’s argument relying on
section 22.11 of the Tariff to assert a right to redirect its pseudo-tie out resource, you 
state that “Southern Companies [sic] reference to Section 22.1 … 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.”  

a. Please provide citations to the language in section 22.1 or elsewhere in SPP’s
currently effective Tariff or in SPP’s proposed Tariff revisions that prohibit 
redirects associated with pseudo-tied out resources.

6. At pages 11-12 of SPP’s May 9 Answer, you state that SPP recommended to Southern 
(and Southern rejected) that Southern use dynamic scheduling rather than a pseudo-tie 
arrangement, to achieve the flexibility to redirect that Southern requests.  Please 
explain in detail why SPP is able to redirect a dynamically scheduled resource but is 
unable to redirect a pseudo-tied out resource.  Please provide a comparison and 
clearly identify the differences between the two options, including the operational 
impacts and costs for SPP, its market participants and Southern under the dynamic 

                                                
1 SPP Tariff, section 22.1 “Modifications On a Non-Firm Basis” provides:

The Transmission Customer taking Firm Point-To-Point 
Transmission Service may request the  provision of 
transmission service on a non-firm basis over Receipt and 
Delivery Points other than those specified in the Service 
Agreement for long-term firm Transmission Service or the 
confirmed Application for Short-Term Transmission Service 
(“Secondary Receipt and Delivery Points”), in amounts not to 
exceed its firm capacity reservation, without incurring an 
additional Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service 
charge…or executing a new Service Agreement for long-term 
firm Transmission Service or submitting a new Application 
for short-term firm Transmission Service[.]
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scheduling option compared to the pseudo-tie option.

7. Please explain why SPP is unable to allow Southern to schedule a different amount of 
power at the pseudo-tied out resource’s point of receipt than the amount withdrawn at 
the interchange point of delivery.  If Southern were using point-to-point transmission 
service to export the resource out of SPP without a pseudo-tie, would it also be 
required to settle for the same MW at the points of receipt and delivery?  Why, or why 
not?

This letter is issued pursuant to 18 C.F.R. §375.307 (a)(1)(v) (2013) and is 
interlocutory.  This letter is not subject to rehearing pursuant to 18 C.F.R. §385.713 
(2013).  SPP must respond to this letter within 30 days of the date of this letter by making 
an amendment filing in accordance with the Commission’s electronic tariff 
requirements.2  To the extent that some of the requested information may include Critical 
Energy Infrastructure Information or other confidential information, please submit a non-
public version in addition to a public version for Commission review, in accordance with 
18 C.F.R. § 388.112 (2013).

The information requested in this letter will constitute an amendment to SPP’s 
filing in Docket No. ER14-1653-000 on April 3, 2014, and new filing dates will be 
established, pursuant to Duke Power Company, 57 FERC ¶ 61,215 (1991).  A notice of 
amendment will be issued upon receipt of the response.  Please also email electronic 
copies of the response to Luciano Lima at Luciano.Lima@ferc.gov.

Failure to respond to this deficiency letter within the time period specified may 
result in an order rejecting your filings.  Until receipt of the amendment filing, a filing 
date will not be assigned to your filings.

Sincerely,

Penny Murrell, Director
Division of Electric Power 
  Regulation – Central

                                                
2 Electronic Tariff Filings, 130 FERC ¶ 61,047, at PP 3-8 (2010) (an amendment 

filing must include at least one tariff record even though a tariff revision might not 
otherwise be needed).  The response must be filed using Type of Filing Code 180 –
Deficiency Filing.
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