
 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 
 
 In the Matter of   ) 
      ) Docket No. ER05-1118-000 
 Southwest Power Pool, Inc.  ) 
 
 
 

REQUEST FOR LIMITED CLARIFICATION AND/OR REHEARING OF 
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC 

 
 Pursuant to Section 313 of the Federal Power Act1 and Rules 212 and 713 of the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or “Commission”) regulations,2 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) submits this request for limited clarification and/or 

rehearing of the Commission’s September 19, 2005 order3 in this docket.  SPP and its 

stakeholders are working hard to address each and every issue raised by the Commission 

in the September 19 Order.  Nonetheless, after careful consideration, SPP has determined 

that there is one issue that requires further Commission consideration, as the 

Commission’s holding will adversely impact SPP’s operation of its proposed markets and 

possibly result in higher costs to SPP consumers.   

                                                 
1  16 U.S.C. § 825l (2005). 
2  18 C.F.R. §§ 385.212 and 385.713 (2005). 
3  Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 112 FERC ¶ 61,303 (2005) (“September 19 Order”). 



 2

I. STATEMENT OF ISSUE4 

 In the September 19 Order, the Commission stated that it would not find at this 

time that the SPP market will be sufficient to allow the use of the full SPP geographic 

region in market rate determinations.5  In support, the Commission stated that the SPP 

market “will function without a central unit commitment process and with dispatch of 

only that portion of the generating resources that voluntarily bid into the imbalance 

market.”6  The issue here is whether the Commission’s determinations are correct and 

reasoned, particularly given the harm to market operations that will result if some sellers 

have cost based caps.7  SPP will present facts showing that the Commission’s findings 

are factually incorrect or inconsistent with precedent and will detail the problems that 

arise from its holding.  Throughout its discussion, SPP will refer to various rulings by the 

Supreme Court and the federal appeals courts, as well as the Commission.8  SPP also will 

refer to the order pertaining to the Commission’s acceptance of the Midwest Independent 

                                                 
4  This is submitted to comply with the Commission’s recently issued Order No. 

663.  Order No. 663, Revision of Rules of Practice and Procedure Regarding Issue 
Identification, 112 FERC ¶ 61,297 (2005). 

5  See September 19 Order at P 33. 
6  Id. 
7  See Tenn. Gas Pipeline Co. v FERC, 400 F.3d 23 (D.C. Cir. 2005); Pac. Gas & 

Elec. Co. vs. FERC, 373 F.3d 1315 (D.C. Cir. 2004); Williston Basin Interstate 
Pipeline Co. v. FERC, 358 F.3d 45 (D.C. Cir. 2004). 

8  See Fed. Power Comm’n v. Fla. Power & Light Co., 404 U.S. 453 (1972); Cal. ex 
rel. Lockyer v. FERC, 383 F.3d 1006 (9th Cir. 2004); La. Energy and Power Auth. 
v. FERC, 141 F.3d 364 (D.C. Cir. 1998); Aquila, Inc., 112 FERC ¶ 61,307 
(2005); AEP Power Mktg., 112 FERC ¶ 61,047, order denying reh’g, 112 FERC ¶ 
61,320 (2005); People's Elec. Coop., 84 FERC ¶ 61,229 (1998), order denying 
reh’g, 93 FERC ¶ 61,218 (2000). 
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Transmission System Operator, Inc.’s (“Midwest ISO”) market structure9 and the orders 

recognizing that the entire Midwest ISO geographic market will be used in market rate 

determinations10 to show inconsistencies with previously accepted tariffs.  Finally, SPP 

will describe the significant adverse consequences that could result from the 

Commission’s guidance, both by potentially limiting liquidity in the balancing market, 

and by complicating SPP’s real time dispatch and settlement system. 

II. REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION AND/OR REHEARING 

THE COMMISSION ERRED IN REJECTING REQUESTS THAT THE ENTIRE 
SPP MARKET BE USED IN MARKET RATE EVALUATIONS 

PARTICULARLY WITH REGARD TO SALES INTO THE SPP MARKET 
 

 Certain SPP members requested Commission clarification that “once SPP begins 

to perform the energy imbalance function, applicants for market-based rates will be 

allowed to treat the market covered by the SPP tariff as the default relevant market for 

purposes of calculating the generation market power screens.”11    SPP supported this 

request.12  In response, the Commission provided “guidance on this issue.”13  The 

Commission stated that: 

SPP has proposed a market that will function without a 
central unit commitment process and with dispatch of only 
that portion of the generating resources that voluntarily bid 
into the imbalance market.  Therefore, SPP has not 
proposed a single central commitment and dispatch that 

                                                 
9  Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 108 FERC ¶ 61,163 (2004) 

(“Midwest ISO TEMT II Order”). 
10  See Alliant Energy Corp. Servs. Inc., 112 FERC ¶ 61,288 (2005); Wis. Elec. 

Power Co., 110 FERC ¶ 61,340, order denying reh’g, 111 FERC ¶ 61,361 (2005). 
11  September 19 Order at P 31. 
12  See SPP Answer at 43. 
13  September 19 Order at P 32. 
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would qualify SPP as a single geographic region for all 
electricity products sold in the region.14 

The Commission recognized that the absence of market based rate authority may create 

settlement issues for SPP and suggests that SPP address this issue through settlement 

procedures.15 

 As explained below, SPP does intend to implement central commitment and 

dispatch as part of its market and the voluntary nature of the bidding is similar to that 

which has been adopted for the Midwest ISO (which is significant, as the Commission 

has found that the entire Midwest ISO market can be used as the geographic region for 

market power analysis16).  In addition, SPP will explain the problems associated with 

having some generators with partial market based rate authority.  Finally, SPP will 

explain the safeguards which will be in place to prevent or mitigate the use of market 

power. 

 In evaluating this request, the applicable legal standard is that the decision must 

be supported by substantial evidence in the record and that the decision must be the 

product of reasoned decision-making.17  Here, the Commission has not satisfied those 

standards in providing guidance.   

                                                 
14  Id. at P 33. 
15  See id. at P 34. 
16  See Alliant Energy Corp. Servs. Inc., 112 FERC at P 18; Wis. Elec. Power Co., 

110 FERC at P 18. 
17  See Tenn. Gas Pipeline Co., 400 F.3d at 26; Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., 373 F.3d at 

1319; Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline Co., 358 F.3d at 48 (The Commission 
must be able to demonstrate that it has made a reasoned decision based upon 
substantial evidence in the record). 
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 The Commission either should clarify or grant rehearing and find that for the SPP 

real-time market, all sellers will be allowed to offer power to the SPP market without 

being constrained by cost based caps.  As the Commission has found elsewhere, sales 

into a regional market with Commission-approved market power monitoring and 

mitigation rules, like the one SPP proposes, substantially lessen the potential for sellers to 

exercise market power.  SPP is not requesting that the Commission rule here on market 

based rate authority for transactions outside of the SPP market.  SPP merely seeks to have 

all bids into the SPP market treated comparably, which SPP believes will promote market 

liquidity and result in the lowest cost to consumers. 

A. Once SPP’s Markets Are In Operation, SPP Will Qualify Under the 
Commission’s Orders To Have The SPP Region Considered The Relevant 
Geographic Market. 

 As noted above, in the September 19 Order, the Commission indicated that the 

SPP Region might not be used as the relevant geographic market because of its belief that 

SPP will not perform functions “such as single central commitment and dispatch” under 

the proposed tariff provisions.  The Commission also indicated that only a portion of 

SPP’s generating resources will be bid into the market.18   

 First, SPP will have a central unit commitment process and operate a single 

energy market with a single, centralized dispatch.  While the Commission does not define 

what it means by central commitment, SPP, like other Regional Transmission 

Organizations (“RTOs”), has centralized bidding, centralized dispatch, and centralized 

reliability authority.  In particular, SPP’s central unit commitment process is most similar 

to the one currently approved for the Midwest ISO.   

                                                 
18  See September 19 Order at P 33. 
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The Midwest ISO’s market is based on a security constrained unit commitment.  

For the day-ahead market, the Midwest ISO only commits generation to meet the offered 

requirements in the day-ahead time frame.  At this step, the commitment proffered may 

not satisfy the total requirements for the next day.  As a second step, the Midwest ISO 

commits units to meet the reliability requirements for the expected load and generation 

patterns for the next day. 

 In comparison, SPP requires through its reliability criteria and the market rules 

that all market participants demonstrate that they meet their requirements.  SPP validates 

that each market participant’s commitment meets those requirements and reliability 

standards.  If there is not sufficient commitment, SPP will require parties that are short to 

meet their obligations.  In this sense, SPP’s commitment strategy meets the requirements 

to provide sufficient capacity for the next day, ensuring reliability and providing a vibrant 

energy market, just as the Midwest ISO does with a bid based commitment process.  

Additionally, Section 1.2.7 of the SPP’s proposed tariff would require market participants 

to follow the SPP’s dispatch instructions for dispatchable resources during normal system 

conditions, and to follow those instructions for both dispatchable and self-dispatchable 

resources during system emergencies. 

 Putting labels and semantics aside, there is little meaningful difference between 

SPP and other regional entities with regard to dispatching units in real time.  Stated 

simply, SPP, like other regional entities, determines in real time which bids to accept and 

issues dispatch instructions to the generators.  SPP also determines in real time whether 

resources will be adequate and will take steps to ensure adequate resources just like other 

RTOs.  Therefore, SPP submits that it will have a clear central commitment process for 

its real time markets. 
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 Second, while the Commission is correct that bidding into SPP’s market is 

voluntary, precedent shows that mandatory bidding is not a requirement for the 

geographic market to be the entire RTO area.  The Commission has found that the entire 

Midwest ISO region should be the geographic market for the purposes of market based 

rates, now that the Midwest ISO market has commenced operation.19 

 Like SPP, the bidding within the Midwest ISO is voluntary subject to redispatch 

in the event of emergencies.  For the Midwest ISO, generation owners are allowed to 

self-schedule, which means they are using their resources to serve their loads and are not 

submitting bids into the market.20  Thus, generation owners within the Midwest ISO have 

the ability to self-schedule their own resources rather than bid them into the market, 

which indicates quite clearly that not all resources within the Midwest ISO are bid into 

the market, just like the SPP proposal. 

 While the Midwest ISO TEMT allows the Midwest ISO to schedule energy from 

the resource if needed for reliability,21 the SPP Membership Agreement imposes the same 

requirement.  Section 3.1 of the SPP Membership Agreement provides that: “Where 

Member owns or controls generation, it shall follow the instructions of SPP in its role as 

                                                 
19  See supra note 16. 
20  See Midwest ISO Transmission and Energy Markets Tariff (“TEMT”) Section 

39.1.2 (“Market Participants may submit schedules for their Resources, in whole 
or in part, in the Day-Ahead Energy Market.  Any generation increment not Self-
Scheduled can be offered into the Day-Ahead Energy Market . . .”) (emphasis 
added); Section 40.2.3 (b)(viii) (“A Market Participant may adjust the schedule of 
a Self-Scheduled Resource on an Hour-to-Hour basis for the Real-Time Energy 
Market.”  “A Market Participant may remove from service a Generation Resource 
that it had previously designated as a Self-Scheduled Resource . . .”) (emphasis 
added). 

21  See Midwest ISO TEMT at Section 40.2.3 b vii. 
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Reliability Coordinator in redispatching generation if such generation directly affects the 

reliability and capability of the Electric Transmission System and is located within the 

SPP Region.”22   

 Thus, neither the Midwest ISO nor SPP require that all generating units bid into 

the market, and both have similar provisions providing protections in the event that there 

is insufficient generation causing reliability issues.   

 Therefore, SPP respectfully requests that the Commission reconsider this issue, 

even under the standards of its September 19 Order, as SPP will have a centralized 

commitment process and its bidding is similar to the Midwest ISO’s in which bids into 

the market are voluntary but the RTO has the ability to direct operation of units in the 

event of shortages or reliability problems.   

B. There Will Be Mechanisms In The SPP Tariff Which Will Mitigate Or 
Eliminate Market Power Concerns With Regard To Sales Into The SPP 
Market. 

 While SPP believes that it qualifies under the standards set forth in the September 

19 Order for the SPP Region to be the relevant geographic market for sales into the SPP 

market, there will be safeguards in place to mitigate or eliminate market power concerns.   

First and foremost, SPP will have both an outside market monitor as well as an internal 

market monitoring unit.  Both entities will have the job of identifying market power 

problems and either implementing or proposing remedies.23  Thus, to the extent that the 

Independent Market Monitor (“IMM”) or the Market Monitoring Unit (“MMU”) identify

                                                 
22  See SPP Membership Agreement at Section 3.1. 
23  See SPP Energy Imbalance Market and Market Monitoring Plan Filing, Docket 

No. ER05-1118, at 8-14 (June 15, 2005). 
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areas where generators are receiving prices which appear to be excessively high because 

of market power, they will report the problem and propose or implement Commission 

approved solutions in real time.  IMM and MMU oversight should significantly lessen the 

Commission’s market power concerns.24  In contrast, prior to the SPP market, those 

safeguards against market power abuse were not in place. 

 Further, the overall structure of the market will provide protection against market 

power abuses.  All that a generator can do is to submit an offer to sell into the market.  It 

will be up to SPP to determine whether to accept the offer.  Presumably, in most 

situations there will be other competing offers.  As is noted in SPP’s 2004 State of the 

Market Report, generation reserves within SPP currently exceed 40% of peak load, 

significantly mitigating the potential exercise of market power within SPP.25  Thus, a 

generator seeking to obtain monopoly rents through the SPP market will have a difficult 

time, since its high offer should be rejected and a lower cost bid accepted.  While there 

may be some situations in which there could be limited competing offers, it is the job of 

the IMM and the MMU to determine if the price is excessively high because of market 

power concerns. 

                                                 
24  See, e.g., Va. Elec. and Power Co., 108 FERC ¶ 61,242, at P 28 (2004) (stating 

that the Commission believes that RTOs “with Commission-approved market 
monitoring and mitigation provide a further check on the potential to exercise 
generation market power” as opposed to “traditional vertically integrated markets, 
where generation ownership often concentrates all of these products in the single 
sale of firm physical power.”) 

25  See SPP State of the Market Report at 14, May 31, 2005, 
http://www.spp.org/publications/SPP_State-of-the-Market-Report_05312005.pdf. 
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 As a result, there will be clear mechanisms in any SPP tariff which will help 

prevent market power abuses.  These mechanisms will be on par with mechanisms 

already approved by the Commission in other RTOs. 

 Finally, SPP notes that additional safeguards exist to protect SPP’s customers 

against any abuse of market based rate authority by generation owners, in addition to the 

safeguards SPP has included into the design of its market.  First, generation owners with 

market based rate authority must abide by strict reporting requirements to ensure that 

their rates are just and reasonable and that the markets in which they are participating are 

not subject to manipulation.26  The Ninth Circuit has found that this is an important 

safeguard with regard to market based rates.27  Second, any customer wishing to protest 

the participation of a generation owner with market based rate authority may submit a 

complaint pursuant to Section 206 of the Federal Power Act.28  The D.C. Circuit has 

recognized this as a protective measure.29  If a customer does not want to initiate a formal 

process, it also would have the ability to request that the IMM/MMU look into the issue. 

C. The Commission’s Order Will Likely Result in A Cost-Based, Rather Than 
A Market-Based, Energy Imbalance Market, Which May Lack Adequate 
Liquidity. 

 
SPP’s filing was a critical step in its plan to comply with the Commission’s 

requirement that SPP offer a real-time, market-based, congestion management system.30

                                                 
26  See Cal. ex rel. Lockyer, 383 F.3d at 1013. 
27  See id. 
28  See La. Energy and Power Auth., 141 F.3d at 370-71. 
29  See id. 
30  See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 106 FERC ¶ 61,110, at P 134 (2004) (accepting 

SPP’s proposed phased approach to implementing congestion management). 
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As the Commission observed, the purpose of implementing a market-based congestion 

management system is to “provide all transmission customers with efficient price signals 

that show the consequences of their transmission usage decisions.”31 

The Commission’s order is likely to result in a cost-based, rather than a market-

based, energy imbalance market that may lack sufficient resources to ensure market 

liquidity.  These two deficiencies — cost-based offers and potential insufficient liquidity 

— threaten to derail the fundamental efficient pricing objective that underpins the 

Commission’s market-based congestion management requirement.32   

The problem arises as an outgrowth of the Commission’s new interim market 

power screens for market-based power sales.  Under these screens, many (if not all) 

jurisdictional control area utilities within the SPP footprint do not satisfy the 

Commission’s requirements for market-based rate authority within their own control 

areas.  Given this, paragraph 34 of the Commission’s order here can be read to mean that 

all of these utilities will be required to sell into the SPP’s imbalance market at cost-based 

rates.33  Sales at such cost-based caps potentially may not ration scarce generating 

capacity during high price periods, but instead may provide market participants with an 

incentive to “lean on” SPP if the price for imbalance energy is capped below (perhaps 

well-below) prices that would otherwise prevail in a competitive market.  This may also 

                                                 
31  Id. at P 133. 
32  The Commission suggests in the order that SPP consider adopting a mandatory 

sell requirement for the imbalance energy market, but points to no authority that 
would permit SPP to compel market participants to participate in such a market. 

33  The Commission’s order in Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, 
Inc., 111 FERC ¶ 61,043, at P 162 (2005), raises the further question whether 
each such utility is required to file and support an application for new tariff 

(continued) 
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practically impose caps on sales outside a utility’s control area and effectively the  

utility’s sales at market based rates even when they are legally able to so.  This may 

depress the incentives for utilities to participate in the imbalance energy market if they 

can receive greater revenues making market-based sales outside of their own control 

areas.34  The net result may well be market inefficiencies that fail to achieve the basic 

objective that market participants receive appropriate market signals for their purchasing 

decisions.  

 SPP submits that for all of the reasons given above, it is unnecessary for the 

Commission to go down this path.  Although individual franchised utilities may arguably 

have market power within their home control areas, making bilateral market-based sales 

inappropriate within those geographic markets, this is not true with respect to the SPP-

administered energy imbalance market that will be subject to market power oversight and 

mitigation, and that will allow the SPP to decide whether to purchase imbalance energy 

from multiple bidders. 

D. Having Some Generators With Partial Market Based Rate Authority Will 
Cause Substantial Market Implementation Issues. 

 If the Commission continues with its conclusion that the SPP Region is not the 

geographic market for market power determinations and denies market rate authority for 

some sellers for part of the SPP Region, such a determination will cause implementation 

issues.   

______________________________ 
(continued) 

authority to participate in the SPP’s imbalance energy market, either on a cost or 
market rate basis. 

34  See AES Redondo Beach, L.L.C., 85 FERC ¶ 61,123, at 61,460 (1998) 
(recognizing that regional markets where some sellers make market-based sales 
while others are limited to cost-based sales can suffer a lack of liquidity). 
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 If the Commission does not expand the geographic market, then there may be 

some major owners of generation within SPP who will not have market based rates for 

sales within their own control areas.  They may have market based rate authority for sales 

into other areas of SPP.35  The problem that arises, however, is that under the SPP 

market, sales are into the SPP market, not to a particular point.  SPP will have no way of 

easily determining whether a sale by a generator without market based rates for sales into 

its control area is providing energy that is used to serve imbalances in that control area or 

somewhere else.  SPP is operating a “single, centralized energy market.”  When SPP 

issues dispatch instructions to a generator, it is doing so in the interests of the region as a 

whole, not the imbalances of any one market participant.  SPP recognizes it is possible to 

aggregate each market participant’s generation and load at the end of each hour and 

determine if the market participant was a net buyer or net seller in the hour.  However, 

within the hour, SPP cannot determine whether a dispatch instruction was for an 

imbalance within a transmission owner’s own control area (where they presumably don’t 

have market rates) or to serve imbalances in another control area (where they may have 

market rates).  Consequently, it is inappropriate to net the generation and load at the end 

of an hour.  The energy provided out of that entity’s generation will be commingled with 

all other generation, thereby making it impossible to track the electrons.36  There simply 

                                                 
35  See, e.g., Aquila, Inc., 112 FERC ¶ 61,307 (2005); AEP Power Mktg., 112 FERC 

¶ 61,047, order denying reh’g, 112 FERC ¶ 61,320 (2005). 
36  The Supreme Court, as well as the Commission, has recognized that the 

commingling of electricity generated from different places obfuscates the ability 
to determine the electricity’s origin.  See Fed. Power Comm’n, 404 U.S. at 462-
469 (1972) (accepting FPC’s argument that Florida Power & Light is subject to 
the FPC’s jurisdiction based on the commingling of Florida Power & Light’s 
power with power leaving for out-of-state destinations); see also People's Elec. 

(continued) 
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is no clear way of determining which generators provide imbalance energy to a particular 

control area given the centralized market.  Thus, there is a very real and basic 

implementation issue. 

 The Commission did impose cost based caps for the initial period of market 

operations for the Midwest ISO.37  However, as the Commission imposed the cost based 

caps on all sales into the market, the Midwest ISO did not need to track which entities 

had market based rates and which did not.  In contrast, here the problem is that some 

entities may be subject to cost based caps for part of the SPP Region but not for the 

whole region.  There is simply no way to track the electrons.   

 Further, SPP worries that the problems associated with the cost based caps 

described above may cause some of its major generation owners not to bid as much into 

the SPP energy market as they would have if they had clear market based rate authority.  

Those generation owners will have an incentive to sell bilaterally to areas where they 

have market based rate authority rather than bidding into the market and potentially 

having some of its generation capped at costs.  This has the result of making the SPP 

market less robust and less flexible as participants will be encouraged to self-commit and 

self dispatch to meet their bilateral obligations.  In order for those entities to sell at cost 

based rates, they also may need to make filings at the Commission to establish cost based 

rates.  If contested, the Commission may set those filings for hearing, subject to refund.

______________________________ 
(continued) 

Coop., 84 FERC at 62,112-14 (determining that People’s Electric Cooperative is 
engaged in interstate commerce because it sells, delivers or otherwise supplies 
electricity generated out-of-state that is commingled with electricity generated in-
state). 

37  See Midwest ISO TEMT II Order at P 63. 
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This will further discourage entities from selling into the market if doing so requires them 

to file a rate case.  And, if the filing is set for hearing and made subject to refund, they 

will have further uncertainty as to the monies they will collect for sales into the market 

until the proceedings are completed.  This again would also most likely have a negative 

impact on the implementation date of SPP’s markets or result in a thin initial market.  As 

they may be able to sell bilaterally at market rates (not subject to refund) to other areas, 

they will have a strong incentive to avoid selling into the market.  That would adversely 

impact all in SPP by decreasing the amount of generation offers, which could result in 

higher prices. 

 Therefore, in considering this request, SPP would ask that the Commission 

carefully consider the potential consequences of its statement which indicates that some 

generation owners will face cost based caps.  The consequences may be that prices in the 

SPP energy market will be higher, not lower, as described above.  These consequences 

are quite inconsistent with the assumptions that were the basis for SPP’s recent cost 

benefit study,38 which was based on all SPP transmission owners participating in a 

potentially deeper, more liquid market with more benefits accruing to both buyers and 

sellers than may result from a market operating under price caps.  The Cost Benefit 

Analysis, performed by Charles Rivers Associates International for SPP’s Regional State 

Committee, considered the cost and benefits associated with the implementation of the 

energy imbalance service market within the SPP.  The Cost Benefit Analysis is an 

important underpinning for state and regulatory filings that have been made or will be 

                                                 
38  See Charles River Associates Cost-Benefit Analysis, Final Report, April 23, 2005 

(revised July 27, 2005), http://www.spp.org/publications/CBARevised.pdf (“Cost 
Benefit Analysis”). 
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made in the SPP footprint states that require SPP or its members to seek a specific state 

authority for the transfer of functional control of facilities to the SPP RTO.  The 

Commission’s timely response to this important question raised in this request for limited 

clarification and/or rehearing could have an impact on those respective state proceedings 

as well as the course of market development. 

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should state that for sales into the SPP 

market all generators can sell at market. 

       Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
Matthew K. Segers  
Michael E. Small 
Matthew K. Segers 
WRIGHT & TALISMAN, P.C. 
1200 G Street, N.W. 
Suite 600 
Washington, D.C.  20005-3802 
(202) 393-1200 
(202) 393-1240 (fax) 
small@wrightlaw.com 
segers@wrightlaw.com 
 
Attorneys for 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

 
October 19, 2005 
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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 Washington, D.C., this 19th day of October, 2005. 

 

     Matthew K. Segers  
     Matthew K. Segers 
 
     Attorney for 
     Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
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