
April 1, 2016 

Dear SPP Members, Qualified RFP Participants, and Stakeholders: 

On January 27, 2016, the SPP Board of Directors (“BOD”) took part in a training session on SPP’s 
Transmission Owner Selection Process (“TOSP”) with SPP staff.  The training was at the 
suggestion of SPP’s Oversight Committee.   The TOSP is a part of SPP’s Tariff as required by FERC 
Order No. 1000.   

As we all know, the competitive nature of the TOSP presents new challenges to SPP’s open, 
transparent and collaborative stakeholder process.  One challenge in particular is the fact that our 
FERC-approved process requires that the SPP BOD review and select the “winning” RFP Proposal 
via a “blind” competitive process.  In other words, the BOD is unaware what entities have 
submitted competitive RFP Proposals until after an RFP Proposal has been selected by the BOD 
following a recommendations report from an Industry Expert Panel (“IEP”). 

Due to the requirement that the BOD be “blind” as to which parties have submitted competitive 
RFP Proposals, we have decided to implement the following requirement and process for the 
April 2016 meeting. 

Ex Parte Communications – No person or entity shall have any communications, in any form, 
fashion or medium, with the members of the SPP Board of Directors about the substance of any 
RFP Proposals under consideration or the IEP recommendations and report.  Similarly, the BOD 
has directed the IEP to have no contact with any person or entity about their work on and the 
results contained in the IEP’s recommendations and report, except with certain SPP staff, other 
IEP members, IEP consultants or information related to any request for information about 
submitted RFP proposal per SPP’s tariff. 

April 12, 2016 – Per Attachment Y of SPP’s tariff, two published reports based on the IEP 
recommendation will be completed – a public report and a non-public report.  The public report 
will redact the identity of submitters, as well as confidential information.  This report will be 
posted on SPP’s website.  The non-public report will be provided to the BOD.  This report will 
redact only the identity of submitters.    

April 26, 2016 – A three-phase process will be used during the BOD meeting in which the BOD 
selects the Designated Transmission Owner (“DTO”) and an alternate RFP Proposal (“Alternate 
DTO”).  During Phase 1 and 2 of this process, the IEP will be in attendance and present their 
recommendations to the SPP BOD.1  During Phase 1, only procedural questions will be permitted 
and during Phase 2 substantive questions are only permitted by members of the SPP BOD.  The 
purpose of these prohibitions is to ensure that no questions for the IEP could be used -- intentionally 
or unintentionally -- to disclose the identity of the entities that have submitted RFP Proposals. 

1 The members of the IEP designated by SPP’s Oversight Committee will not be announced 
until the BOD meeting on April 26, 2016.  



Phase 1:    The IEP chairman will present the procedural steps and 
processes used by the IEP during the review of each RFP Proposal.  After the 
IEP chairman presents the procedural aspects, SPP stakeholders will be 
permitted to question the IEP about the processes and procedures used by 
the IEP.  Only procedural questions will be permitted.  No substantive 
questions about the IEP’s recommendations or report will be allowed in Phase 
1.  

Phase 2:    The IEP will present its recommendations and report to the SPP 
BOD.   After the IEP presents its recommendations and report, only SPP BOD 
members will be permitted to question the IEP about its recommendations 
and report.  Only the BOD will be permitted to pose substantive 
questions about the IEP’s recommendations or report.  Any SPP stakeholder 
that wishes to request that the IEP address any substantive topics during the 
IEP’s presentation during Phase 2 may submit requested topics to the IEP 
panel via an email.  The IEP, in its sole discretion, will have the final 
decision on addressing these requests.  These emails must be submitted to 
Ben Bright, SPP’s Manager of Regulatory Processes, at bbright@spp.org by 
12:00 PM on Monday April 18, 2016. 

Phase 3:    The BOD will discuss the RFP Proposals and select the entities 
that will become the DTO and the Alternate DTO.  Only the BOD will be 
permitted to debate and/or discuss the competing RFP Proposals and 
recommendations and report from the IEP.   No SPP stakeholder will be 
allowed to participate in the debate or discussion.   As with the standard SPP 
process, the SPP Members Committee will be polled before the BOD conducts 
any vote.   

If you have any questions about the above requirements or procedures, please contact Paul 
Suskie, SPP’s General Counsel, at psuskie@spp.org or by phone at 501-688-2535. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Eckelberger 
Chairman SPP Board of Directors 

mailto:bbright@spp.org
mailto:psuskie@spp.org
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Industry Expert Panel Recommendation Report 
Executive Summary  

Executive Summary 

In October 2014 the SPP Board of Directors (Board) established a 10-person pool of industry experts 

in preparation for any Competitive Upgrade (CU) projects approved in 2015 for construction.
1
  The

2015 Integrated Transmission Planning (ITP) recommendations included one CU, the North Liberal 

– Walkemeyer 115 kV Project.
2
  SPP then issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) as required by the

SPP Transmission Owner Selection Process to qualified entities soliciting proposals to construct, 

own, and operate the CU facility pursuant to Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff.
3

SPP executed contracts with eight of the recommended experts to form a pool of candidates for any 

potential panel.  In November 2015 the Oversight Committee approved the selection of five panel 

members, with a lead and second in each of the five scoring categories described in Attachment Y of 

the SPP Tariff and also designated one expert to act as a chairman for the panel.
4
  For the

Engineering Design scoring category, an outside consultant was designated to assist the experts in 

the analysis but not participate in scoring.   

Prior to the beginning of the evaluation period, the panel met several times via conference calls to 

define its organizational structure and operating rules, and to determine how it would evaluate 

proposals.
i
  During this time, the panel also agreed that the most critical aspects for success of the

Walkemeyer Project, which was designated in the ITP process as being needed for reliability, were 

being constructed on time, within budget, and operating as intended.  Given these success criteria, 

the panel adopted a scoring methodology for each scoring section prior to the start of the evaluation 

period.  This methodology would break each of the five rating categories into criteria required by the 

Tariff and possibly additional criteria and subcriteria determined by the experts with assigned points 

that sum to the point totals required for each scoring category.  

The IEP determined that each response to the RFP would be evaluated based on the information 

provided in the RFP Response.  If required, a clarification would be sought from a respondent(s) to 

allow for a better understanding of the information provided in the RFP Response but no additional 

information would be requested from any individual respondent to prevent any unfair advantage in 

supplementing a response.  The IEP determined that its role was to evaluate the information 

provided for reasonableness and for comparison, but not to serve as an audit function.   

Each rating category team presented its detailed methodology to the full IEP, which discussed each 

of the methodologies individually to identify areas of potential improvement and to agree on a 

general approach for scoring, while allowing flexibility within each rating category for the experts to 

1
 SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting Minutes October 28, 2014  

2
 SPP Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting Minutes January 27, 2015 and April 28, 2015 

3
 www.spp.org 

4
 Oversight Committee Meeting Minutes November 11, 2015 

http://www.spp.org/
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apply their judgment in designing the methodology, consistent with the requirements of the SPP 

Tariff.  The scoring methodologies were also reviewed from a cross-category perspective to provide 

a general understanding of the area that crossed the category boundaries.  The rating methodology 

for each category was largely complete before the IEP members were given access to the RFP 

responses on November 30, 2015. 

During the evaluation period, each of the IEP scoring category teams evaluated each proposal using 

the scoring methodology that was previously developed.  The IEP discussed the scoring process in 

several conference calls, and each scoring category team presented preliminary results at a face-to-

face meeting on January 11-12, 2016.  The IEP finalized its point allocation after a subsequent series 

of conference calls in which each scoring category team submitted its finding for peer review.  The 

IEP then documented its work in this report. 

The result of the IEP’s evaluation reflected the structure of the selection methodology set out in the 

SPP Tariff.  The recommended RFP Proposal and alternate received the highest total point 

allocations but did not score the highest in most of the five scoring categories.  This reflects the 

approach in the SPP Tariff, which allocates points across the five scoring categories, which has the 

effect of requiring strong performance across the five categories to secure the most points rather than 

strong performance in any one area. 

The Engineering Design review determined that five RFP Respondents did not meet an SPP 

Minimum Transmission Design Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS), Revision 1 

requirement related to conductor size.  Section 2.3 of the RFP requires all RFP responses to, at a 

minimum, comply with the design specifications as outlined in these standards.  As a result, these 

five respondents were awarded 0 points in the Engineering Design scoring category and resulted in 

negative scoring effects in other categories. 

Proposal 1 is the IEP’s recommended RFP Proposal.  Proposal 1 received the highest point 

allocation of any RFP Respondent, which was 13% greater than the second highest RFP Respondent.  

Proposal 1 received the second highest point allocation by the IEP in two of the five scoring 

categories.  Proposal 1 was one of two RFP Respondents that qualified for the Detailed Project 

Proposal incentive points.  However, Proposal 1 would have received the highest point allocation 

even without incentive points, which demonstrates the comparative strength of its proposal. 

Proposal 2 is the recommended alternate RFP Proposal.  Proposal 2 received the second highest total 

point allocation of any RFP Respondent, and received the highest point allocation in the Rate 

Analysis scoring category of the proposals that met all engineering design criteria. 

The point allocation for each scoring category for each of the 11 RFP Respondents is shown in Table 

1.



IEP Transmission Provider Internal Report for RFP000001  4 

Table 1 

Summary Scoring 
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Industry Expert Panel Evaluation Process and Results  

Section 1: Industry Expert Panel History 

In October 2014, the SPP Oversight Committee recommended a pool of 10 experts to the SPP Board 

of Directors that would be available for the creation of an industry expert panel should there be CU 

projects approved in 2015 for construction.  The Board approved the Oversight Committee 

recommendation to include these 10 experts in the pool for 2015. 

In April 2015, the Board finalized approval of the 2015 Integrated Transmission Planning 

recommendations.  These recommendations included one project that was determined to be a CU, as 

described in the SPP Tariff.  Under the SPP TOSP, SPP issued a RFP to qualified entities to provide 

them an opportunity to submit a proposal to construct, own, and operate the CU facility pursuant to 

the SPP Tariff. 

On May 5, 2015, SPP published a RFP for the North Liberal - Walkemeyer 115 kV Project (the 

Project or Walkemeyer Project).  The terms for response were largely dictated by the SPP Tariff, 

Attachment Y and provided in the RFP itself.  All interested qualified entities were required to 

submit proposals on or before November 2, 2015.  A standard RFP Response template and 

instructions were provided to each qualified entity.   In addition to the required response format, 

each entity was instructed to meet additional guidelines (such as minimum design standards, SPP 

Operating Criteria, and incumbent interconnection requirements) in their responses.  Each of these 

additional guidelines was noted in the RFP and included detailed documentation of the requirements. 

After the approval of the CU, SPP proceeded to secure contracts with 8 of the 10 recommended 

experts to form a pool of candidates for 2015.  On September 30 – October 1, 2015, the 8 members 

of the expert pool and SPP Board member Josh Martin attended a two-day training exercise at the 

SPP headquarters in Little Rock.  The experts were provided an overview of SPP and information 

related to its ITP process, FERC Order 1000, the SPP Order 1000 Process, and SPP Tariff provisions 

related to Order 1000, as well as the role and expectations of the expert panel.   

After the qualified entities submitted their RFP responses, SPP Staff met with the Oversight 

Committee to assemble a five-person panel selected from the eight-person pool to evaluate the RFP 

proposals.  On November 11, 2015 the Oversight Committee voted unanimously to approve the 

recommended Industry Expert Panel for the Walkemeyer Project listed in Table 2 below.  The panel 

was set up to include a primary expert for each scoring category specified in the SPP Tariff, a 

secondary expert for each category, and a panel Chairman.  For the Engineering Design scoring 

category, an outside consultant was designated to assist the primary and secondary expert in the 

analysis but not participate in scoring. 
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Table 2 

SPP Industry Expert Panel for Walkemeyer Project 

Area of Expertise/Scoring Category Primary Expert Secondary Expert 

Engineering Design 

Project Management/Construction 

Operations 

Rate Analysis 

Finance 

On November 12, 2015, the Panel held its initial meeting by conference call.  The group covered 

general organizational issues and set out a plan to predetermine aspects of their evaluation as much 

as possible prior to the start of the evaluation window.  The group also discussed the need to set up a 

scoring methodology for each category based on the criteria outline in the Tariff and any other items 

each expert felt could be beneficial to their respective categories. 

On November 17, 2015, the group met via conference call and adopted a set of work practices that 

included: 

1. When emails are used for communications with other IEP members, the consultant retained

to support the IEP's activities, or the SPP staff, the sender will copy Ben Bright and

 on each email. 

2. Ben Bright will maintain a master archive of all email communications involving the IEP's

activities.

3. Before sending an email, each IEP member will review the draft email for clarity of content

understanding that the email may be made public at some point.

4. IEP members will not initiate contact directly with any RFP Respondent.

5. If a RFP Respondent initiates contact with an IEP member, that member will terminate the

contact immediately and notify  and Ben Bright who will assess whether any

follow-up action is appropriate.

6. An IEP member may send Requests For Information (RFI) to RFP Respondents utilizing the

SPP staff that will transmit the RFI and receive and distribute responses to the IEP members

as appropriate.

7. RFI responses are to be due not later than five business days from the date of issuance,

although an extension may be appropriate for responses that require extensive work to

respond.

8. IEP members will retain documents on which they relied in rating the RFP Respondents

proposals.

9. The IEP adopted a scoring methodology that would break each of the five scoring categories

into criteria and subcriteria with assigned points that sum to the point total set for each

scoring category in the SPP Tariff, Attachment Y.

10. The IEP decided to seek a 30-day extension in its schedule and requested that Ben Bright

develop the request to the SPP Oversight Committee.  The extension request was later

approved by the Oversight Committee.
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On November 24, 2015, the group met via conference call and discussed how the appropriate way to 

measure the ultimate success or failure of the Project, which is categorized as needed for reliability 

purposes.  The most critical factors for success for a reliability project were identified as properly 

designing and constructing the Project on time, within budget, and operating as intended.  The IEP 

also discussed the scoring methodology within each scoring category and began to document those 

methodologies for ultimate inclusion in the IEP Recommendation Report. 

The IEP also discussed its policy on seeking additional information from RFP Respondents.  The 

IEP determined that each response would be evaluated on the basis of information provided.  If 

required, a clarification would be sought from a respondent to allow a better understanding of the 

information and to analyze the information provided.  No additional information would be requested 

from an individual respondent so as not to allow one respondent an unfair advantage to supplement 

its response.  If additional information was needed in the evaluation, a request would be sent to all 

respondents.  In addition, the IEP determined that its role was to evaluate the information provided 

for reasonableness and for comparison, but not to serve as an audit function.   

The SPP Staff made the proposals available to the IEP on November 30, 2015. 
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Section 2: Scoring Category Methodologies 

The primary and secondary panel expert for each rating category developed a methodology to 

allocate points among RFP Respondents consistent with the points allotment and scoring criteria 

specified in, the SPP Tariff for each of the five scoring categories:  Engineering Design, Project 

Management, Operations, Rate Analysis, and Finance. Each rating category team presented its 

methodology to the full IEP, which discussed the methodologies to identify areas of potential 

improvement and to agree on a general approach for scoring, while allowing flexibility within each 

rating category for the experts to apply their judgment in designing the methodology, consistent with 

the requirements of the SPP Tariff, Attachment Y.  The rating methodology for each category was 

largely complete before the IEP members were given access to the RFP responses. 
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Engineering Design 

Per the SPP Tariff, Attachment Y, this category was allocated 200 points out of the total 1,000 points 

the IEP would use to evaluate bids and select a recommended RFP Proposal and an alternate for the 

Project.  Attachment Y lists four areas to be examined:  the type of construction (wood, steel, 

concrete, design loading, etc.), losses (design efficiency), estimated life of construction, and 

reliability/quality metrics.  These four areas were expanded into the nine criteria:  routing and right 

of way (ROW), conductor, structure, shield wire, life expectancy, losses, reliability/quality, staff 

experience and expertise, and discretionary points. 

The Engineering Design criteria dealing with the physical features of the line, i.e., the conductor 

selection, shield wire, and the type of structure, deserved the most attention because the primary 

purpose of the Project is to provide a transmission line to move power and energy between the North 

Liberal Substation and the Walkemeyer Substations, which are part of the SPP transmission 

network.  The other three criteria (reliability, life expectancy, and losses) dealt with how well the 

line would perform its intended functions.  A well designed and constructed transmission line would 

produce the desired results in these three areas.  Fifteen points each, therefore, were allocated to 

reliability, life expectancy, and losses.  The remaining 155 points were reserved for the conductor, 

shield wire, and the type of structure. 

The 200 total points were then allocated as shown in Table 3.  The routing and ROW subcriterion 

was limited to examining the proposed route for difficult and costly engineering design challenges.  

Routing and ROW were examined in other respects under the Project Management scoring category. 

Conductors and structures were considered to be the most important features of the line.  The phase 

conductor provides the path for the power, and the structures provide the primary support for the 

conductors with the help of insulators.  Neither can provide value without the other.  Therefore, the 

phase conductors and the combination of the structures and insulators were each allocated 45 points.  

The shield wire (also known as Optical Ground Wire or OPGW), which assists the conductor by 

providing lightning protection and helps with grounding, was considered next in importance.  It also 

includes a fiber optic cable communications path.  Twenty-five points were awarded to the shield 

wire. 

Another critical element in producing a good transmission line is having knowledgeable and skilled 

personnel to design the project.  Fifteen points were allocated here. 

And lastly, up to 20 discretionary points were awarded to RFP Respondents whose proposed 

conductor would provide greater transfer capacity and/or lower line losses because the conductor 

size was greater than the minimum required.  The allocation of points among the nine criteria is 

shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Scoring Methodology Point Allocation for Engineering Design 

Section 1: Engineering Design (Reliability/Quality/General Design) 200 Points  

Measures the quality of the design, material, technology, and life expectancy 

of the Competitive Upgrade.  Criteria considered in this evaluation category 

shall include, but not be limited to: Subcriteria Weight

Maximum 

Total 

Score 200

1) Type of Construction (Wood, Steel, Design Loading, etc.) 1A) Routing 3% 5

1B) Conductor 23% 45

1C) Structures/Loading 23% 45

1D) Shield Wire 13% 25

2) Losses (Design Efficiency) 8% 15

3) Estimated Life of Construction 8% 15

4) Reliability/Quality Metrics 8% 15

5) Staff Expertise 8% 15

6) Discretionary 10% 20

Scoring category total: 100% 200



IEP Transmission Provider Internal Report for RFP000001 11 

Project Management 

Attachment Y of the SPP Tariff allocates a maximum of 200 base points for the Project Management 

evaluation category to measure each RFP Respondent’s capability, expertise, commitment, and 

experience in constructing the Project in a timely fashion within the limits of the approved scope and 

budget. The objective of Project Management evaluation of each RFP Respondent was primarily to 

assess the likelihood of the success of the project using the following three broad categories: 

A. Scope, 

B. Cost/budget, and  

C. Schedule/timeliness 

The nine criteria for the project management category listed in Attachment Y for scoring and 

comparing each proposal are environmental, ROW acquisition, procurement, project scope, project 

development schedule (including obtaining regulatory approvals), construction, commissioning, 

timeframe to construct, and experience/track record.   

Some of these criteria were then further broken down into smaller pieces, and weighting of each 

criterion/subcriterion was based on expert judgment as to the relative importance of each 

criterion/subcriterion to the success of the Project from the project construction management 

standpoint in order to meet the objective outlined above.  The criterion/subcriterion that affected the 

in-service date of the Project were considered of high significance because this is a reliability 

project, which must be constructed and made available by the fixed date in order to maintain the 

transmission grid reliability within the bounds of the scope, schedule, and cost.  Therefore, the 

criterion/subcriterion associated with the siting process, namely, ROW acquisition, permits, state 

approvals, as well as construction schedule, scope, and procurement were weighted higher (10% 

each).  The criterion/subcriterion associated with experience/track record, existing ROW, and risk 

management were given a weighting factor of 5% each, followed by the commissioning and ability 

to handle multiple projects subcategories, which were allotted 2% weighting each.  The allocation of 

maximum points for each criterion/subcriterion is shown in the table below. 
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Table 4 

Scoring Methodology Point Allocation for Project Management 

Section 2: Project Management (Construction Project Management) 200 Points       

Measures an RFP Respondents expertise in implementing construction projects 

similar in scope to the Competitive Upgrade that is the subject of the RFP.  

Criteria considered in this evaluation category shall include, but not be limited to: Subcriteria Weight

Maximum 

Total 

Score 200

1) Environmental 8% 16

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 8% 16

3) Procurement 10% 20

4) Project Scope 10% 20

5A) Project Schedule 10% 20

5B) Risk register 5% 10

6) Construction 10% 20

7) Commissioning 2% 4

8) Timeframe to Construct 10% 20

9A) R/W acquisition and 

permitting experience 
5% 10

9B) T-line construction 

management experience
5% 10

9C) Cost containment ability and 

experience
5% 10

10) Ability to handle multiple projects under construciton 2% 4

11) Ability to meet the latest in-service date, such as adequate float(s) in the

schedule
5% 10

12) Existing right-of-way that can be used for this project 5% 10

Scoring category total: 100% 200

5) Project Development Schedule

9) Experience/Track Record
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Operations 

The SPP Tariff, Attachment Y describes 12 criteria to measure the safety and capability of each RFP 

Respondent in the areas of operations/maintenance/safety experience, expertise and plans as they 

pertain to the proposed facility.  Attachment Y provides for a maximum of 250 points for this 

scoring category.  As stated above, the IEP considered the fundamental success of the proposed 

project would be reflected in its operating as intended.  Accordingly, the IEP viewed the components 

that indicated greater capacity to operate successfully as more significant for scoring the RFP 

Proposals. 

The objectives in allocating the maximum 250 points in this category to the 12 criteria were: 1) to 

emphasize successful operation requires a lifetime commitment to the facility; 2) to recognize that 

timing is relevant for repairs and storm recovery and there is a difference between what can be done 

in advance as compared to what would be done in response to external events; and 3) to recognize 

that the project would operate in a remote location. 

The point allocation system adopted implements these objectives by dividing the 12 criteria included 

in Attachment Y into two groups.  The criteria of control center operations, storm/outage response 

plan, reliability metrics, restoration experience/performance, maintenance staffing/training, 

equipment, and NERC compliance-process/history were considered very important for the 

successful operations of the facility, and therefore allocated a 70% share of the available points.  The 

criteria of maintenance plans, maintenance performance/expertise, internal safety program, 

contractor safety program, and safety performance record (program execution) were allocated the 

remaining 30% share of the available points. 

After the 12 criteria were divided into these two groups, the weighting of individual criteria in each 

group was allocated an equal number of possible points.  That is, the first seven criteria listed below 

each were weighted to allow a maximum of 25 points each, and the remaining five criteria were 

allowed a maximum of 15 points each, totaling to the maximum 250 allowed points, as shown in 

Table 5 below. 
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Table 5 

Scoring Methodology Point Allocation for Operations 

Section 3: Operations (Operations/Maintenance/Safety) 250 Points

Measures safety and capability of an RFP Respondent to operate, 

maintain, and restore a transmission facility.  Criteria considered in 

this evaluation category shall include, but not be limited to: Weight

Maximum 

Total 

Score 250

1) Control Center Operations (staffing, etc.) 10% 25

2) Storm/Outage Response Plan 10% 25

3) Reliability Metrics 10% 25

4) Restoration Experience/Performance 10% 25

5) Maintenance Staffing/Training 10% 25

6) Equipment 10% 25

7) NERC Compliance-Process/History 10% 25

8) Maintenance Plans 6% 15

9) Maintenance Performance/Expertise 6% 15

10) Internal Safety Program 6% 15

11) Contractor Safety Program 6% 15

12) Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 6% 15

Scoring category total: 100% 250
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Rate Analysis 

The SPP Tariff, Attachment Y provides for a maximum of 225 points in this category to address the 

criteria of estimated total cost of the project, financing costs, FERC incentives, revenue 

requirements, lifetime cost of the project to customers, return on equity; the quantitative cost impact 

of materials on hand, rights-of-way, assets on hand; and any cost certainty guarantee made by an 

RFP Respondent.  The criterion of lifetime cost of the project to customers is captured in the 

calculation of a 40-year net present value, which includes as inputs several of the other Attachment 

Y stated factors:  estimated total project cost, financing costs, FERC incentives, and revenue 

requirements.  Because of the high significance of the lifetime project cost and its inputs in 

measuring the cost impact on customers, this element was assigned 175 possible points of the 225-

point total in this ratings category.  Other Attachment Y factors could reduce the cost risk of the 

project, including any materials on hand such as rights-of-way or assets and a cost guarantee.  These 

and other identified criteria that would reduce project cost risk have the potential of adding 50 

points.  Another rating criterion involves the identification of any elements that would have a 

negative risk on project cost, which could result in a deduction of up to 50 points.  An example of 

this type of element could be financing costs, as reflected by an assumed interest rate, that were 

inconsistent with the financial rating of the RFP Respondent.  The maximum point allocation for 

each criterion is shown in the table below. 

Table 6 

Scoring Methodology Point Allocation for Rate Analysis 

Section 4: Rate Analysis (Cost to Customer) 225 Points

Measures an RFP Respondent's and, if applicable, a 

CU Participant's cost to construct, own, operate, and 

maintain the Competitive Upgrade over a forty-year 

period.  Criteria considered in this evaluation

category shall include, but not be limited to: Weight

Maximum 

Total 

Score 225

1) 40-Year Project NPV - includes such factors as

estimated total project cost financing costs, FERC

incentives, revenue requirements, return on equity)
78% 175

2) Factors that would reduce/increase project risk,

including but not limited to Quantitative Cost Impact

of Material on Hand, Rights-of-Way Approval, Assets 

on Hand, and any cost guarantee; any reasonableness 

adjustment for inputs to the 40-year NPV calculation, 

for example, interest rates inconsistent with 

respondent’s financial rating. 

22% +/-50

Scoring category total: 100% 225
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Finance 

The SPP Tariff, Attachment Y provides for a maximum of 125 points in this category to address the 

criterion of evidence of financing, material conditions, financial/business plan, pro forma financial 

statements, expected financial leverage, debt covenants, projected liquidity, dividend policy and cash 

flow analysis.  The SPP Tariff, Attachment Y also lists two main categories for the Finance section:  

financial viability and creditworthiness. 

Financial viability can be defined as a business' ability to generate sufficient income to meet its 

operating expenses and financial obligations, as well as providing the potential for future growth. 

Creditworthiness can be defined as an assessment of the likelihood that a borrower will default on its 

debt obligations.  Both financial viability and creditworthiness are based on risk.  The rating 

methodology for financial viability was based on the RFP Respondent’s demonstration of its ability 

to generate sufficient income to meet construction and operational costs of the project.  The higher 

the dollar coverage of these costs means less risk and, therefore, more points were awarded.  The 

rating methodology for creditworthiness was based on the likelihood, as demonstrated by the RFP 

Respondent, that it could meet its credit obligations.  The more the RFP Respondent demonstrated 

its ability to meet its debt obligations, the higher the score.  There are some criteria in the Finance 

scoring matrix that contain both elements of financial viability and creditworthiness.  Therefore, the 

rating of these criteria was based on a combination of both rating methodologies. 

To reflect the relative significance of these two categories, financial viability was weighted 60% (75 

points) and creditworthiness was weighted 40% (50 points) of the total 125 points.  The category of 

financial viability received a slightly higher weighting of 60% (75 points) because if a RFP 

Respondent’s proposal was not financially viable, then the creditworthiness of the RFP Respondent 

would be less important.  If the RFP Respondent’s proposal was financially viable, then the 

creditworthiness of the RFP Respondent would become a criterion to evaluate in order to ensure the 

RFP Respondent would have sufficient funds to construct and operate the project.  

These two main categories were further broken down to the individual criterion and assigned 

individual points based on their impact on the proposal evaluation for this section.  A total of 75 

points were assigned to the financial viability category, and these points were further allocated to 

individual criteria -- evidence of financing (10% of 125 points or 12.5 points), material conditions 

(10% or 12.5 points), financial/business plan (15% or 18.75 points), pro forma financial statements 

(15% or 18.75 points), and expected financial leverage (10% or 12.5 points).  The creditworthiness 

category was assigned a total of 50 points, which were further allocated to specific criteria -- debt 

covenants 8% of 125 points or 10 points), projected liquidity (12% or 15 points), dividend policy 

(8% or 10 points), and cash flow analysis (12% or 15 points).   

These criteria and maximum point totals are shown in the table below. 
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Table 7 

Scoring Methodology Point Allocation for Finance 

Section 5: Finance (Financial Viability and Creditworthiness) 125 Points 
Measures an RFP Respondents and, if applicable, a CU Participant's 
ability to obtain financing for the Competitive Upgrade.  Criteria 
considered in this evaluation category shall include, but not be limited 
to: 

Weight 
Maximum 

Total 
Score 125 

A) Evidence of Financing - This criterion of financial viability was
assigned this weighting since the information provided to this response 
is not as highly technical in nature to analyze as the information 
required in response to other financial criteria.  The information that 
could be provided to meet this criterion included credit rating agencies 
reports, letters of credit, bank statements, etc.  All these documents 
could easily be analyzed and verified. 

10% 12.5 

B) Material Conditions - This criterion of financial viability was assigned
this weighting since the information provided to this response was not 
as highly technical in nature to analyze as the information required in 
response to other financial criteria. The information that could be 
provided to meet this financial criterion included a listing of any 
financial requirements associated with the financing of the Project.  All 
these documents could easily be analyzed and verified. 

10% 12.5 

C) Financial/Business Plan - This criterion of financial viability was
assigned a higher weighting since the financial/business plan(s) are a 
key document(s) in demonstrating the financial viability and the 
creditworthiness of the Respondent.  Financial/business plan(s) often 
contain the following key components:  an overview of RFP 
Respondent's key core capabilities; financing strategy for the project, 
including cost of debt and return on equity; and a schedule of 
significant expenditures for project implementation. 

15% 18.75 

D) Pro Forma Financial Statements – This criterion of financial viability
assigned a higher weighting since the pro-forma financial statements 
are a key document in demonstrating the financial viability and the 
creditworthiness of the RFP Respondent.  The pro forma financial 
statements   frequently contained the RFP Respondent’s projected 
balance sheet, income statement, and cash flow analysis for the 
Walkemeyer Project. 

15% 18.75 
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E) Expected Financial Leverage - This criterion of financial viability was
assigned this weighting since it has a lesser impact in comparison to 
the criterion of financial/business plan, pro-forma financial statements 
and cash flow analysis in demonstrating the financial viability and the 
creditworthiness of the RFP Respondent.  However, because financial 
leverage indicates the capability of a business to cover its debts in 
order to operate, this financial criterion was weighted higher than 
financial criterion of debt covenants and dividend policy. 

10% 12.5 

F) Debt Covenants - This criterion of creditworthiness was assigned this
weighting  since it has a lesser impact in comparison to the criterion of 
financial/business plan, pro forma financial statements, and cash flow 
analysis in demonstrating the creditworthiness and financial viability of 
the RFP Respondent. 

8% 10 

G) Projected Liquidity - This criterion of creditworthiness was assigned
this weighting since liquidity is a key criterion in demonstrating the 
creditworthiness and financial viability of the RFP Respondent.  The 
projected liquidity of a RFP Respondent is its ability to meet its short 
term-obligations.  

12% 15 

H) Dividend Policy - This criterion  of creditworthiness was assigned
this weighting since it has a lesser impact in comparison to the 
criterion of financial/business plan, pro forma financial statements, 
and cash flow analysis in demonstrating the creditworthiness and the 
financial viability of the RFP Respondent. 

8% 10 

I) Cash Flow Analysis - This criterion of creditworthiness was assigned
a higher weighting since a cash flow analysis statement has a higher 
impact on the demonstration of the creditworthiness and the financial 
viability of the RFP Respondent. Cash flow analysis helps for appraisal 
of the capital investment and operational programs to determine their 
profitability and viability. 

12% 15 

Scoring category total: 100% 125 
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Section 3: IEP Scoring Results 

The rating category teams reviewed and evaluated each bid by applying the previously developed 

scoring methodology to the information provided by each RFP Respondent in its RFP response.  The 

lead and second in each rating category discussed the allocation of points for each criterion to arrive 

at a mutually agreed upon point allocation.  In addition, the IEP as a whole discussed common issues 

related to the evaluations, for example, how to address the lack of information for a given criterion, 

in a series of conference calls.  Each rating category team presented its results to the full IEP and 

responded to comments and questions in the peer review discussion.  In some cases, point allocation 

was through cross-category discussions, as with identifying the risks associated with the likelihood 

of occurrence, and the significance if it did occur, of each element of a RFP Respondent’s cost 

guarantee proposal.  The result of the point allocation for each RFP Respondent by scoring category 

is shown in Table 13 below. 
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Engineering Design 

 

In the process of allocating points, the nine major criteria identified in the scoring methodology were 

subdivided into more than 50 more detailed factors in order to recognize small but important 

differences among the proposals.  See Engineering Design Appendix.  Points were allocated to each 

factor based on the following scale, which was applied to the maximum available points for that 

factor: 

 

1. Exceeds minimum requirements 100% 

2. Meets minimum requirements 90% 

3. Probably meets minimum requirements 75% 

4. Does not meet minimum requirements  

or no information provided 0% 

 

The detailed point allocations for each factor are included in the Engineering Design Appendix. 

Some of the factors could be compared on a quantitative basis, such as conductor characteristics and 

losses, while others, such as engineering expertise and experience, had to be evaluated on a 

qualitative basis.  Due to the large amount of technical work to be performed in evaluating the 11 

responses, Power Systems Consultants (PSC), an engineering firm specializing in high-voltage 

transmission line design, was employed to assist with data collection and analysis. 

 

The Conductor was deemed to be the most important element of the transmission facility, followed 

closely by structures.  If there is not an adequate, reliable conductor, the line would not fulfill its 

desired role of providing all of the needed capacity to move power and energy between the 

Walkemeyer and North Liberal 115 kV Substations.  In reviewing the conductor information 

provided by RFP Respondents, it was found that there were a variety of methods used to compute 

the ampacity and related surface temperature of a specific proposed conductor.  

 

The largest proposed conductor had a cross section whose area (this area is roughly proportional to 

current carrying capacity) was over three times that of the smallest conductor proposed, a 

surprisingly large difference.  In order to understand this difference and to account for various other 

differences in assumed ambient conditions, conductor specifications, and methods of analysis used 

by the RFP Respondents, PSC was asked to perform a conductor analysis according to a widely 

accepted industry standard methodology, as found in IEEE Publication 738-2006, Standard for 

Calculating the Current-Temperature Relationship of Bare Overhead Conductors,  so that the results 

could be compared based on consistent data and identical methodology.  Meanwhile, the IEP 

Engineering Design team proceeded to evaluate and score all other engineering design data supplied 

by the RFP Respondents.  See Discussion of Conductor Evaluation in Engineering Design Appendix 

for more explanation. 

 

The SPP RFP specifications and Minimum Transmission Design Standards (MTDS) require that the 

maximum conductor temperature at 1,200 amperes emergency current flow not exceed 100 degrees 

C.  The PSC conductor analysis showed that the predicted conductor temperature of five RFP 

Respondents -- Proposal 11, Proposal 7, Proposal 10, Proposal 9, and Proposal 6 -- exceeded this 

maximum allowable surface temperature at the specified current flow.  As a result, these five RFP 

Respondents were awarded 0 out of the 200 available points in the Engineering Design scoring 

category.  See Conductor Characteristics Table in the Engineering Design Appendix for results of 

the PSC conductor analysis.   
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The Engineering Design data provided by these five RFP Respondents were essentially meaningless 

because the conductor data and all related data were based on a conductor that did not meet the the 

RFP requirement to comply with the SPP MTDS.  In addition, these respondents’ construction cost 

estimates were based on a smaller conductor than what was required and were therefore too low, the 

structures were based on a smaller conductor than what was required and would therefore not be 

sufficiently sturdy and inadequate to support a proper conductor, and so on. 

 

Structures and insulators were considered the second most important engineering design element.  

Without strong structures and adequate insulators to support them, conductors cannot operate -- they 

would be lying on the ground.  The RFP contained an extensive list of national industry design 

standards and state and national regulatory rules and regulations that the RFP Respondent was to 

abide by.  Although some RFP Respondents did not provide much in the way of specifics other than 

to say what type of support structures (wood or steel) and insulators they intended to use, it is 

reasonable to think that adequate structures and insulators would be provided, assuming that the RFP 

Respondent complied with the required standards.    

 

Some RFP Respondents supplied good evidence of what they intended to provide, including typical 

structure drawings, insulator arrangements, and even going so far as to include drawings and maps 

showing the approximate location of each structure over the entire route.  In addition, some RFP 

Respondents included other features and information about their proposed structures and insulator 

arrangements, such as galloping conductor mitigation, which was not required but desirable as part 

of the evaluation.  Those RFP Respondents who provided the extra information and/or specified 

desirable features received relatively more points. 

 

The OPGW contains a fiber optic cable in its core and serves the dual purpose of providing lightning 

protection for the line and a fiber optic communications link.  Here, the cable was evaluated based 

on required minimum number of fibers plus additional information on cable specifications.  The 

OPGW was assessed based on the fault current withstanding capability (kA
2
sec), minimum diameter 

of outer strands to ensure that they met minimum strength requirements for lightning strikes, the 

formation of the OPGW conductor, material of the individual strands, corrosion protection, and 

number of fibers. 

 

Losses are the result of resistance in the conductor and are proportional to the value of the current 

squared.  RFP Respondents used a variety of methods (some of them wrong) and values to compute 

losses.  Losses could add significant extra expense from the added power consumed in the Project’s 

ongoing operation.  Again, because a consistent methodology and comparable values were required 

in order to compare conductor losses, PSC calculated losses and conductor resistance (which was 

based on the conductor’s operating temperature for a given amperage) for all proposed conductors 

using a single industry recommended method for uniformity and consistency.  The results for each 

RFP Respondent were then compared.  See Conductor Losses Table in the Engineering Design 

Appendix for the results. 

 

Project Efficiency was grouped with losses in Attachment Y and was assumed to mean how 

efficiently the ROW was utilized (line capacity/ROW width).  Given the terrain and land use where 

the line is to be built, this measure was deemed to be of little significance and was therefore not 

included in this evaluation. 
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It is well known that weather-related loads (e.g. wind and ice) acting on transmission lines are highly 

uncertain.  The transmission line design must consider uncertainty in order to achieve an acceptable 

probability that the line will perform its given task, under a set of operating conditions, during a 

specified time at a reasonable cost.  The SPP design criteria are based on reliability concepts using a 

100 year mean return period, which includes the basic wind speed and ice with concurrent wind 

information specific to the region where this line would be located, as defined in the ASCE Manual 

of Practice (MOP) 74.  The objective of design criteria described in this standard is to provide a 

reliable and safe transmission line by setting strength requirements of line components larger than 

the quantifiable effects of loads for the normal operation, security condition, and safety 

requirements.  The bids were evaluated for life expectancy and reliability by using seven different 

factors.  Those RFP Respondents who provided the least information received minimum points and 

those that specified desirable features received relatively more points. 

 

Reliability refers to the percentage of time that a line is in operation.  Lines are taken out of service 

for a variety of reasons, such as storm damage, equipment failure, maintenance, and power transfer 

scheduling.  Reliability deals with other than operator caused outages.  By far, most outages are 

weather related.  Lightning, wind, ice, and trees falling into the line account for almost all unplanned 

outages. Conductor or structures seldom fail of their own accord.  Local weather related forces and 

safety factors are taken into account in the engineering design process as prescribed by the NESC 

and other local or national standards and regulations.  Reliability may be enhanced by not routing 

lines so as to cross other high-voltage transmission lines and/or avoiding heavily wooded areas.  

Building a line designed using a more conservative safety factor is often used to improve reliability.  

 

Discretionary Points were allocated for conductor performance.  Given the relatively large 

differences in current carrying capacity and in line resistance values, it follows that the largest 

conductors are of relatively greater value to SPP.  The largest conductor has the ability under 

emergency conditions to transfer 60 MVA more power and energy between the North Liberal and 

Walkemeyer Substations than the smaller approved conductors.  The largest conductor also was 

projected to experience 59,000 MWh less losses per year less than the smallest approved conductor.  

Based on an assumed power cost of $0.03/kWh, the extra losses could cost SPP as much as $1.8 

million annually in extra power cost.   

 

In this regard, up to 20 discretionary points were awarded to the RFP Respondents with the greater 

transfer capacities and/or lesser losses, with 13 points awarded for the lowest losses and 7 points 

awarded for greater transfer capacity.  See Conductor Losses and Conductor Transfer Capacity 

Tables in the Engineering Design Appendix for a detailed explanation of how points were awarded 

for relatively lower losses and relatively more transfer capacity, respectively. 

 

Table 8 displays the point allocation by criterion and subcriterion for each respondent in the 

Engineering Design scoring category. 
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Table 8 

Engineering Design Point Allocation by Criterion and RFP Respondent 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Engineering Design                              

Criteria Subcriteria

Maximum 

Total 

Score 200

Proposal    

1

Proposal    

2

Proposal    

3

Proposal    

4

Proposal    

5

Proposal    

6

Proposal    

7

Proposal      

8

Proposal      

9

Proposal 

10

Proposal 

11

1) Type of Construction (Wood, 

Steel, Design Loading, etc.)

1A) Routing
5 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.1 0 0 4.6 0 0 0

1B) Conductor 45 39.5 39.5 40 39.5 39 0 0 40 0 0 0

1C) Structures/Loading 45 39.8 38.4 35.7 36 38.8 0 0 37.7 0 0 0

1D) Shield Wire 25 20.7 19.6 21.4 21.1 21.4 0 0 18.9 0 0 0

2) Losses (Design Efficiency) 15 12.8 11.3 12.8 13.5 13.5 0 0 13.9 0 0 0

3) Estimated Life of Construction 15 11.5 12.5 14 4.5 11.5 0 0 11.5 0 0 0

4) Reliability/Quality Metrics 15 12.8 13.5 12.8 12.8 13.5 0 0 12 0 0 0

5) Staff Expertise 15 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 15 0 0 15 0 0 0

6) Discretionary 20 12.7 10.2 0.6 12.7 12.1 0 0 20 0 0 0

Scoring category total: 200 167.6 163.1 155.3 157.9 168.9 0 0 173.6 0 0 0
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Project Management 

 

In order to score each RFP Respondent and conduct the comparative analysis, each RFP Respondent 

was evaluated based on a set of more detailed factors for each criterion/subcriterion than those listed 

in Table 4 in Section 2.  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP 

Respondent for this purpose.   If information to be used to evaluate these factors was not available 

from the RFP Respondent’s response and/or attachments provided by a RFP Respondent, then that 

RFP Respondent was scored less as compared to the RFP Respondent that considered the factor and 

provided relevant information.   

 

1. Environment:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent 

for this criterion: 

a Environmental permitting plan and process - Identification of environmental issues to be 

addressed, such as, potential T&E species/habitat, archeological/historical; wetlands, 

streams, nearby residential properties, etc. 

b Number of routes considered in offering a preferred route  

c Preferred route criteria to minimize environmental impact, such as, T&E species/habitat, 

streams, wetlands, line crossings, oil wells and pipe lines, residential/commercial parcels 

likely to be impacted, etc. 

d. Timeline to address potential environmental issues 

e. Site visit 

f. Mitigation measures and cost estimation  

g. Qualifications of the RFP Respondent/contractor(s) for environmental process and 

execution 

2. Right-of-way acquisition:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP 

Respondent for this criterion: 

a. Right-of-way -  acquisition study and execution plan/description 

b. Real estate considerations, such as property parcel study  

c. Qualifications of the RFP Respondent/contractor(s) for ROW acquisitions   

d. Real estate market study  

e. Site visit 

f. ROW width footprint and clearance requirements 

3. Procurement:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent 

for this criterion: 

a. Procurement plan and process 

b. Status of agreements with suppliers and contractors specific for this project  

c. Staffing and experience specific for this project  

d. Procurement schedule 

e. Risk management  

f. Monitoring and control 

4. Project scope:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent 

for this criterion: 

a. Project scope statement  

b. Requirements and activities  

c. Deliverables 

5. Project development schedule:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each 

RFP Respondent for this criterion: 

a. Project schedule 
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i. Reasonableness of the project schedule to meet the in-service date 

1. Scope 

2. Primary and secondary activities  

3. Time line  

ii. Critical path analysis, and float – a float of four months or more was considered 

desirable 

iii. Plan to maintain look-ahead schedule, such as three weeks in advance look ahead.  

b. Risk management.  This subcriterion addresses whether the RFP Respondent provided a 

thorough review of potential risks and mitigation actions it would consider from the 

standpoint of a reasonable, professional project manager.  The subcriterion also examined 

whether a project manager had been identified by the RFP Respondent and, if so, the project 

manager’s qualifications and experience (considering the size of the project, three to five 

years of experience was considered adequate).  In addition, each RFP Respondent was 

evaluated based on the following major factors: 

i. Professional risk register covering probabilistic analysis of potential risks specific for 

this project  

1. Regulatory permits 

2. ROW acquisition and environmental permitting  

3. Finance  

4. Cost 

5. Schedule 

6. Resources/labor/contractor 

ii. Risk mitigation measures  

iii. Contingency plan and fund allocation 

6. Construction:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent 

for this criterion: 

a. Construction management plan/process description  

b. Staff assignment (construction crew/labor resources), org. chart, and resumes, specific for 

this project  

c. Safety considerations 

d. Adherence to standardized construction practices 

e. Quality 

f. Material storage yard, receiving, and management plan 

g. Constructability review 

h. Plan for transmission line vegetation clearance and line crossings, including coordination 

with line owners 

i. Qualifications  

7. Commissioning:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP 

Respondent for this criterion: 

a. Field testing and commissioning plan and process description 

b. Responsibilities and staffing 

c. Plan to coordinate with the substation owners 

d. Documentation of test results and specification validation 

8. Timeframe to construct:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP 

Respondent for this criterion: 

a. Breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase  

b. Reasonableness of the allocated time for each primary activity 
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9. Experience and Track Record:  The following major factors were considered to evaluate each 

RFP Respondent for this criterion:  

a.  ROW acquisition and permitting 

i. Extent of experience in ROW acquisition and permitting 

ii. Experience in Kansas - for purposes of the comparative evaluation for this 

subcriterion, the analysis considered the experience of the RFP Respondent and its 

contractors (if any) in acquiring ROW, including but not limited to experience in the 

United States and particularly in Kansas.  The experience in Kansas was considered to 

be a slight advantage over experience in ROW acquisition in other jurisdictions 

because the project is located in Kansas, and such experience would facilitate the 

timely, efficient, and effective completion of the project. 

iii. Organization chart with resumes of the staff assigned for this project 

b. Experience and Track Record - Transmission construction management experience:  the 

following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent for this criterion: 

i. Previous record of construction and project management of transmission lines  

ii. Previous record of construction of transmission lines in Kansas. - for purposes of the 

comparative evaluation for this subcriterion, the analysis considered the transmission 

line construction experience of the RFP Respondent and its contractors (if any), 

including but not limited to experience in the United States, and particularly in Kansas.  

The experience in Kansas was considered to be a slight advantage over experience in 

transmission line construction in other jurisdictions because the project is located in 

Kansas, and such experience will facilitate the timely, efficient, and effective 

completion of the project. 

iii. Demonstrated capability to adhere to standardized construction practices 

iv. Staff assignment and their resumes 

c. Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience:  The 

following major factors were considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent for this criterion. 

i. Experience of cost containment performance on previously completed projects 

ii. Project management and scheduling organizations and capabilities 

iii. Experience of key individuals (resumes and organization chart) 

iv. Identification of project risks and mitigation 

v. Binding cost cap guarantee was considered but scoring was done as part of the rate 

analysis and evaluation to avoid duplication.  See Rate Analysis below for details. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously – The experience of handling 

multiple projects from the list of previously completed project in last few years (if provided) was 

considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent for this criterion: 

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date:  The following major factors were considered to 

evaluate each RFP Respondent for this criterion: 

a. Demonstrated capability to meet the schedule (from the list of previously completed projects)  

b. Experience of the construction/project management staff, resumes and organization chart  

c. Incentive commitment to meet the in-service date, such as the RFP Respondent would forego 

a portion of its return for missing the scheduled in-service date  

12. Existing Right-of-Way – The possession of an approved existing ROW that the sponsor could 

offer for the Project in order to reduce/eliminate the need for permitting and right-of-way 

acquisition process was considered to evaluate each RFP Respondent for this criterion. 

Each RFP Respondent was evaluated for each of the criteria/subcriteria listed based solely on the 

information it submitted in response to the RFP.  No additional information was requested from any 
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RFP Respondent.  Where required, an RFI was sent and clarification was sought from an RFP 

Respondent to better understand and analyze the information that was already provided as part of its 

RFP response.  However, an RFP Respondent was not requested or allowed to supplement its 

response in fairness to other RFP Respondents who initially provided information in response to the 

RFP. 

 

The following scale was applied to evaluate each criterion/subcriterion: 

 

1. 25% (RFP Respondent just mentioned without any specific details for this project, and only 

provided generic information for the criterion/subcriterion under consideration).  

2. 50% (RFP Respondent somewhat met all factors outlined above for the criterion/subcriterion 

under consideration),  

3. 75% (RFP Respondent mostly met all factors outlined above for the criterion/subcriterion 

under consideration), and 

4. 100 % (RFP Respondent met all or nearly all factors outlined above for the 

criterion/subcriterion under consideration).  

 

The resulting point allocation for each RFP Respondent for each criterion is shown in Table 9 below. 
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Table 9 

Project Management Point Allocation by Criterion and RFP Respondent 

 

 
 

 

An explanation of the scoring and allocation of points using the major factors listed above for each 

criterion/subcriterion is contained in the Project Management Appendix.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Management                       

Criteria Subcriteria

Maximum 

Total 

Score 200

Proposal    

1

Proposal    

2

Proposal    

3

Proposal    

4

Proposal    

5

Proposal    

6

Proposal    

7

Proposal      

8

Proposal      

9

Proposal 

10

Proposal 

11

1) Environmental 16 16 12 12 12 4 16 12 12 16 12 16

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 16 8 16 12 12 12 12 16 12 16 12 16

3) Procurement 20 15 15 15 20 15 20 15 15 15 15 15

4) Project Scope 20 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15

5A)Project Schedule 20 15 15 10 15 15 20 15 15 15 20 15

5B)Risk register 10 7.5 7.5 7.5 10 7.5 10 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5

6) Construction 20 15 15 15 20 20 20 15 10 20 15 15

7) Commissioning 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 20 15 15 10 15 15 20 15 20 20 20 15

9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

10 7.5 7.5 7.5 10 7.5 7.5 10 2.5 10 7.5 10

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

10 7.5 7.5 7.5 10 7.5 7.5 10 5 10 7.5 10

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
10 7.5 7.5 7.5 10 7.5 7.5 7.5 2.5 7.5 7.5 7.5

10) Ability to handle multiple 

projects under construciton 
4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 2 3 3 7.5

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

10 7.5 7.5 5 7.5 10 7.5 10 7.5 10 7.5 7.5

12) Existing right-of-way that can 

be used for this project 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Scoring category 

total:
200 143.5 147.5 131 162.5 143 169 155 129 168 152.5 160

5) Project Development Schedule 

9) Experience/Track Record
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Operations 

  

After reviewing the RFP Proposals, the Operations team decided to use a scale of 1-5 reflecting the 

completeness and depth of the RFP Respondent’s response to each criterion, with each point of this 

scale worth 20% of the available possible points for the individual criterion.  That is, a rating on a 

criterion of 3 would result in an allocation of 60% of the points possible for that criterion. 

 

The scale was applied using this structure: 

 

1. The RFP Respondent did not provide an answer.  20% point allocation. 

2. The RFP Respondent’s answer did not reflect the RFP instructions or did not address the 

question.  40% point allocation. 

3. The RFP Respondent’s answer was not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP. (e.g., 

when a vendor is hired, it will provide adequate preparations).   60% point allocation. 

4. The RFP Respondent provided a specific answer with some evidence from regional operation 

applicable to question.  80% point allocation. 

5. The RFP Respondent provided specific, existing data in its answer with substantial evidence in 

a supporting, attached document that reported relevant capability.  100% point allocation. 

The resulting point allocation for each RFP Respondent for each criterion is shown in Table 10 

below. 

 

Table 10 

Operations Point Allocation by Criterion and RFP Respondent 

 

 
 

 

More information related to the allocation of points for each criterion by RFP Respondent is shown 

in the Operations Appendix. 

 

 

 

 

 

Operations                                                       

Criteria

Maximum 

Total 

Score 250

Proposal    

1

Proposal    

2

Proposal    

3

Proposal    

4

Proposal    

5

Proposal    

6

Proposal    

7

Proposal      

8

Proposal      

9

Proposal 

10

Proposal 

11

1) Control Center Operations (staffing, etc.) 25 20 25 25 15 10 25 25 15 15 20 20

2) Storm/Outage Response Plan 25 20 25 25 15 15 25 20 15 25 20 15

3) Reliability Metrics 25 15 25 25 15 15 25 15 10 20 20 20

4) Restoration Experience/Performance 25 20 20 20 15 20 25 15 15 20 15 25
5) Maintenance Staffing/Training 25 20 25 25 15 20 25 20 15 25 20 20
6)  NERC Compliance-Process/History 25 20 20 10 15 15 25 20 15 20 20 20
7) Maintenance Performance/Expertise 25 20 20 25 10 20 25 20 15 25 25 25

8) Equipment 15 12 15 15 9 9 15 9 9 15 15 9

9) Maintenance Plans 15 12 12 12 9 12 15 9 12 15 15 9

10) Internal Safety Program 15 15 15 15 12 12 15 9 9 15 15 15
11) Contractor Safety Program 15 12 9 9 9 12 15 9 9 15 12 15
12) Safety Performance Record (Program 

Execution) 15 15 12 15 9 12 15 9 9 15 12 12

Scoring category total: 250 201 223 221 148 172 250 180 148 225 209 205
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Rate Analysis 

 

The initial task of point allocation in Rate Analysis was to determine how to allocate the 175 

available points related to the overall, lifetime cost to customers from the project, as measured by the 

40-year NPV.  An initial examination of the key, summary cost information provided by the RFP 

Respondents, indicated either an error or an anomaly in the process.  One RFP Respondent’s NPV 

was presented as lower than its cost of Engineering and Construction, a seeming impossibility.  The 

RFP Respondent’s documentation gave some indication this result came from a transfer of Project 

revenue requirement outside this RFP Respondent’s zone due to the working of the SPP Tariff.  

Discussions with tariff experts on the SPP staff confirmed this was the likely explanation.  The Rate 

Analysis team determined that the appropriate viewpoint from which to measure cost was not from a 

single zone, but from the perspective of SPP as a whole.  This view was confirmed and adopted in a 

conference discussion with the IEP as a whole. 

 

To test this explanation and to try to eliminate this effect, the Rate Analysis team requested that SPP 

send an RFI to each RFP Respondent asking for a calculation of its NPV under two scenarios:  1) the 

annual revenue requirement for all its transmission assets with and without the Project, and 2) the 

annual transmission revenue requirement for Base Plan Upgrades and Balanced Portfolio facilities 

with and without the Project.  An NPV calculated under the second scenario would eliminate the 

effect of any revenue requirement transfer related to the Project.  The results from each RFP 

Respondent confirmed the hypothesis that the seeming anomaly of an NPV less than the engineering 

and construction cost was related to a zonal revenue requirement transfer.  As a result, the Rate 

Analysis team decided to use the scenario 2 NPV calculations from each RFP Respondent as the 

basis for its point allocation in this area. 

 

The Rate Analysis team examined three mechanisms for allocating points related to the NPV value 

for each RFP Respondent:   

1. Incremental, building from a minimum, initially set at 0 points for the highest, and 

therefore least desirable, NPV, to the maximum 175 points for the lowest NPV, with each 

RFP Respondent’s NPV assigned points proportionally across this range. 

2. Median to high NPV, in which the median of the point spread, 87.5 (175/2), was assigned 

to the median NPV of all RFP Respondents’ values, and a scale of points/$ of NPV 

calculated between the median value and the highest NPV, which was set at 50 points.   

3. Median to low NPV, in which the median of the points spread, 87.5 (175/2) was assigned 

to the median NPV of all RFP Respondents’ values, and a scale of points/$ of NPV was 

calculated between the median value and the lowest NPV, which was set at 175. 

 

An examination of point allocation using each of these methodologies was calculated and reviewed 

with the IEP at its January 11-12, 2016 face-to-face meeting.  None of these results seemed optimal.  

The first mechanism provided a large spread of allocated points among the RFP Respondents, but an 

allocation of 0 points to the highest NPV RFP Respondent seemed harsh and inappropriate.  The 

results of the second methodology provided a compressed point allocation range as compared to the 

relatively larger range of RFP Respondent NPVs.  The third allocation produced the undesirable 

result of one RFP Respondent receiving a negative point allocation, which was due to the 

disproportional spread of NPV bids around the mean.  After discussion, the Rate Analysis team 

determined that a modified mechanism 1 in which the minimum point allocation was set at 25% of 
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the 175 total points (44) would address the identified deficiencies and would be an appropriate 

mechanism to allocate NPV points.  The IEP concurred. 

 

The Rate Analysis scoring methodology allowed for the allocation of up to 50 discretionary points 

for elements of a RFP Respondent’s proposal that had the effect of reducing risk or otherwise 

providing value.  The methodology also allowed for the allocation of up to 50 demerit points for 

elements of a RFP Respondent’s proposal that had the effect of increasing risk or detracting from 

value. 

 

An initial evaluation of how these discretionary points should be evaluated took place in a discussion 

by the IEP on January 11, 2016 to evaluate the likelihood of occurrence, and significance if it did 

occur, of each RFP Respondent that provided a cost guarantee.  Initially, the five RFP Respondents 

that had been identified in the Engineering Design evaluation not to have met a minimum design 

standard (Proposal 11, Proposal 7, Proposal 10, Proposal 9, and Proposal 6) were assigned 50 

demerit points because their costs were not reflective of what would be required to build the 

facilities needed to have a successful result.   

 

Proposal 5’s cost guarantee proposal was noteworthy in including a cap on the total revenue 

requirement, not just the engineering and construction cost for the project, and included no material 

exclusions.  However, the NPV associated with the guarantee was above the median NPV for all 

RFP Respondents, which meant the guarantee level was above the NPV of other RFP Respondents 

providing cost guarantees.  Proposal 5 was awarded 25 discretionary points related to its cost 

guarantee. 

 

Proposal 4’s cost guarantee was on a $/mile basis, which under the assumed route in its proposal, 

produced a construction cost significantly below the construction cost estimate for a competitive 

project included in SPP’s RFP.  Given the nature of the area in Kansas between the fixed terminal 

points of the proposed transmission line, the risk of material cost increase due to a longer route was 

deemed low.  Proposal 4’s guarantee also included no material exclusions.  It was awarded 45 

discretionary points related to its cost guarantee. 

 

 

None of the RFP Respondents reported in their proposals any material on hand, assets on hand; or 

rights-of-way ownership, control, or acquisition that would have the effect of reducing project risk 

and therefore merit the awarding of discretionary points.   

 

The resulting point allocation for each RFP Respondent for each Rate Analysis criterion is shown in 

Table 11 below. 
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Table 11 

Rate Analysis Point Allocation by Criterion and RFP Respondent 

 

 
 

 

  

Rate Analysis                     

Criteria

Maximum 

Total 

Score 225

Proposal    

1

Proposal    

2

Proposal    

3

Proposal    

4

Proposal    

5

Proposal    

6

Proposal    

7

Proposal      

8

Proposal      

9

Proposal 

10

Proposal 

11

1) 40-Year Project NPV 175 168 171 137 121 125 175 128 44 160 148 101

2) Discretionary Points +/-50 0 0 0 45 25 -50 -50 0 -50 -50 -50

Scoring category total: 225 168 171 137 166 150 125 78 44 110 98 51
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Finance 

 

The RFP Respondents provided financial information in various formats and time periods.  This lack 

of consistency in the financial reporting among RFP Respondents made it impossible to make 

comparisons of, or to perform benchmarking on, the various quantitative criteria of financial viability 

and creditworthiness.  Therefore, each individual RFP Respondent was rated on how its response 

presented risk and demonstrated the ability of its bid to meet the criterion of financial viability and 

creditworthiness. 

 

Initially, the midpoint of the number points assigned to that criterion was established.  Then, each 

RFP Respondent’s score was adjusted from the midpoint based on the criteria established for 

financial viability and creditworthiness.  Each RFP Respondent’s score also was adjusted up or 

down based on whether the RFP Respondent provided relevant financial evidence that was superior 

to the information of other RFP Respondents.  There were three exceptions to this scoring 

methodology:  the financial criterion of material conditions, debt covenants, and dividend policy.  

The reason for these three exceptions was based on the fact that neither the SPP Tariff, Attachment 

Y nor the SPP-RFP-000001 document provided a definitional means to measure and quantify the 

degree of financial viability or creditworthiness required in providing a response to these criteria.  In 

addition, because every RFP Respondent provided a response, as required by the SPP Tariff, 

Attachment Y, no RFP Respondent received a 0 point score for any of the financial criteria.  All RFP 

Respondents were initially scored based on their responses and documentation provided in the 

Finance section.  However, five of the RFP Respondents receive a 0 score for Engineering Design 

because they did not meet a required design standard.  Therefore, the Finance score of these five 

RFP Respondents -- Proposal 11, Proposal 7, Proposal 10, Proposal 9, and Proposal 6-- were re-

evaluated and adjusted downward to reflect the higher risk of financial viability and creditworthiness 

as a result of not meeting a required Engineering Design standard.  The derivation of the point 

allocation to each RFP Respondent for each Finance criterion is documented in the Appendix for this 

scoring category.  A summary of the Finance scoring point allocations is shown in the table below. 
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Table 12 

Finance Point Allocation by Criterion and RFP Respondent 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

Finance                                                          

Criteria

Maximum 

Total 

Score 125

Proposal    

1

Proposal    

2

Proposal    

3

Proposal    

4

Proposal    

5

Proposal    

6

Proposal    

7

Proposal      

8

Proposal      

9

Proposal 

10

Proposal 

11

1) Evidence of Financing 12.5 12.5 11.5 11.5 11.25 7.25 10.25 7 5 10.25 10.75 7.25

2) Material Conditions 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5

3) Financial/Business Plan 18.75 18.75 9.4 14 5.6 9.4 1.88 1.88 9.4 1.88 1.88 1.88

4) Pro Forma Financial Statements 18.75 14 2.8 18.75 9.4 9.4 1.88 1.88 9.4 1.88 1.88 1.88

5) Expected Financial Leverage 12.5 8.75 10.62 10.62 12.5 9.4 11.25 12.5 10.62 10.62 10.62 11.25

6) Debt Covenants 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

7) Projected Liquidity 15 15 12 13.5 15 13.5 13.5 15 12 15 13.5 15

8) Dividend Policy 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

9)  Cash Flow Analysis 15 11.25 2.25 15 7.5 2.25 1.5 1.5 7.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Scoring category total: 125 112.75 81.07 115.87 93.75 83.7 72.76 72.26 86.42 73.63 72.63 71.26
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Total IEP Point Allocation 

 

Table 13 shows the summary allocation of points for each scoring category by RFP Respondent.  

 

Table 13 

Total IEP Point Allocation by Scoring Category and RFP Respondent 

 

 
 

 

 

  

RFP Respondent

Engineering 

Design

Project 

Management Operations Rate Analysis Finance Total Score

Proposal 1 167.6 143.5 201 168 112.75 792.85

Proposal 2 163.1 147.5 223 171 81.07 785.67

Proposal 3 155.3 131 221 137 115.87 760.17

Proposal 4 157.9 162.5 148 166 93.75 728.15

Proposal 5 168.9 143 172 150 83.7 717.60

Proposal 6 0 169 250 125 72.76 616.76

Proposal 8 173.6 129 148 44 86.42 581.02

Proposal 9 0 168 225 110 73.63 576.63

Proposal 10 0 152.5 209 98 72.63 532.13

Proposal 11 0 160 205 51 71.26 487.26

Proposal 7 0 155 180 78 72.26 485.26

Average Score 89.67 151.00 198.36 118.00 85.10 642.14

Scoring Results Matrix SPP-RFP-000001
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Section 4: Incentive Points 

The SPP Tariff, Attachment Y provides that a RFP Respondent that submitted a Detailed Project 

Proposal, as defined in Attachment O Section III.8(b), would be eligible to receive 100 incentive 

points as part of the selection process for a CU.  The process for determining eligible DPPs was 

determined by SPP staff in accordance with Attachment O of the SPP Tariff and Business Practice 

7650.   RFP Respondents that were notified of their eligibility for these incentive points were 

required to document their eligibility as part of their RFP Response.  Staff was then required to 

confirm eligibility and inform the IEP.  

 

The IEP was not informed of which RFP Respondents had met the requirements to receive incentive 

points until after each rating team had completed its initial point allocation and presented those 

results to the full IEP in its January 11-12, 2016 meeting at SPP headquarters.  Table 14 shows the 

results of the IEP point allocation shown in Table 13 with the addition of incentive points for those 

RFP Respondents that qualified. 

 

Table 14 

Total IEP Point Allocation by Scoring Category and RFP Respondent 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RFP Respondent E & C 40 Year NPV **

Engineering 

Design

Project 

Management Operations Rate Analysis Finance Total Score

Qualified for 

Incentive 

Pts?

Incentive 

Pts

Grand 

Total 

Score

Proposal 1 $8,325,610 $10,566,038 167.6 143.5 201 168 112.75 792.85 Yes 100 892.85

Proposal 2 $8,435,254 $10,149,698 163.1 147.5 223 171 81.07 785.67 No 0 785.67

Proposal 3 $11,693,201 $15,469,918 155.3 131 221 137 115.87 760.17 No 0 760.17

Proposal 4 $7,400,000 * $18,088,000 157.9 162.5 148 166 93.75 728.15 No 0 728.15

Proposal 5 $10,423,689 * $17,455,360 168.9 143 172 150 83.7 717.60 No 0 717.6

Proposal 6 $7,499,998 * $9,454,569 0 169 250 125 72.76 616.76 No 0 616.76

Proposal 7 $10,097,059 $16,880,219 0 155 180 78 72.26 485.26 Yes 100 585.26

Proposal 8 $17,081,248 $30,298,162 173.6 129 148 44 86.42 581.02 No 0 581.02

Proposal 9 $8,611,286 * $11,843,235 0 168 225 110 73.63 576.63 No 0 576.63

Proposal 10 $9,332,500 * $13,775,849 0 152.5 209 98 72.63 532.13 No 0 532.13

Proposal 11 $16,406,496 * $21,149,129 0 160 205 51 71.26 487.26 No 0 487.26

Average Score $11,126,474 $15,920,925 89.67 151.00 198.36 118.00 85.10 642.14 N/A N/A 660.32

*See Report Appendix Finance section for more detail on individual Cost Cap Guarantee

**The 40 Year NPV above is based on responses to question 2C of the Request for Information issued to all RFP Respondents by the IEP on 12/18/2015

Scoring Results Matrix SPP-RFP-000001
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Section 5: Recommended RFP Proposal 

The IEP recommends Proposal 1 as the recommended RFP Proposal for the North Liberal - 

Walkemeyer 115 kV Project.  Proposal 1 received the highest point allocation of any RFP 

Respondent, which was 13% greater than the second highest RFP Respondent.  Proposal 1 received 

the second highest point allocation by the IEP in two of the five scoring categories.  Proposal 1 was 

one of two RFP Respondents that qualified for incentive points by submitting a Detailed Project 

Proposal.  However, Proposal 1 would have received the highest point allocation even without 

incentive points, which demonstrates the comparative strength of its proposal.   

 

The Engineering Design category score for Proposal 1 was 167.6 out of 200 points.   This score is 

slightly higher than the average score of 164.4 for Proposal 1 and the other five acceptable 

respondents, which ranged from a high of 173.6 (primarily due to awarded dicretionary points 

received because of larger than required conductor) to a low of 155.3.  All of Proposal 1’s scores for 

each criterion were close to the average scores of Proposal 1 and the other five acceptable 

respondents.   Four Proposal 1 category scores were above average and five were below average.   

No Proposal 1 category score was more than 0.5 points below the category average. 

 

As part of its technical evaluation of the proposals, PSC, the consultant, also offered an opinion 

regarding the suitability of the Engineering Design component of the proposals, determining, “Based 

on the preceding assessment of the proposals from 11 bidders, the following recommendations are 

made -  The technical component of the proposals submitted by Proposal 3, Proposal 5, Proposal 2, 

Proposal 8, Proposal 1 and Proposal 4 are found in acceptable quality and we recommend to 

consider their proposal as “technically responsive” proposal;”  

 

All in all, the Engineering Design component of Proposal 1’s proposal contained no major omissions 

or flaws.   The proposed design for a single, steel-pole structure supporting a relatively large 

conductor would provide more than specified capacity and relatively low losses. 

  

Proposal 1 fully described its capabilities to operate the line and respond to a contingency. Proposal 

1 illustrated the sequence from control center observation of a disruption through restoration of 

operations with dispersed staff and resources. 

 

Proposal 1 scored relatively less as compared to the other RFP respondents in the Project 

Management scoring category because adequate information was not made available to evaluate the 

details of the project schedule, ROW acquisition, and risk management scoring criteria.  

 

Proposal 1’s proposal provided indication that it would deliver a cost-effective project.  It received 

the second highest point allocation in the Rate Analysis scoring category (only 3 points behind the 

category leader).  In addition, Proposal 1’s projected initial cost of construction was 20% lower than 

the average projected initial cost for all proposals.  Also, Proposal 1’s proposal produced the second 

lowest 40-year NPV value, within 10% of the lowest respondent’s project life cost of all respondents 

that met all engineering design requirements. 

 

Proposal 1 for the Finance scoring category was awarded the maximum number of points for six of 

the nine financial criteria categories, which combined with the scores of the other three financial 

criteria categories gave Proposal 1 a grand total of 90% of the total maximum number of points for 

the Finance Section.  Proposal 1 received high scores for its financial/business plan, pro forma 
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financial statements and cash flow analysis, which are key criterion of financial viability and 

creditworthiness. 
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Section 6: Recommended Alternate RFP Proposal 

The IEP recommends Proposal 2 as the alternate RFP Proposal for the Project.  Proposal 2 received 

the second highest total point allocation of any RFP Respondent, and received the highest point 

allocation in the Rate Analysis scoring category, which measured the overall cost to customers over 

the life of the project.  

 

The Engineering Design category score for Proposal 2 was 163.1 out of 200 points.  The average 

score for Proposal 2 and the other five acceptable respondents was 164.4, with scores ranging from a 

high of 173.6 (primarily due to discretionary points received awarded of larger than required 

conductor) to a low of 155.3 points.  All of Proposal 2’s category scores were close to the average 

scores of Proposal 2 and the other five acceptable respondents.   Three Proposal 2 category scores 

were above average, and six were below average.  No Proposal 2 category score was more than 1.7 

points below the category average. 

 

Proposal 2 scored high overall in Operations, particularly conveying its success in maintaining 

reliability.  Proposal 2 provided transmission-level performance metrics and restoration experience. 

 

Proposal 2 scored sixth highest in the Project Management scoring category, and higher than the 

leading candidate Proposal 1 in the Project Management scoring category. 

 

Proposal 2’s proposal provided strong indication of producing a cost-effective project.  Proposal 2 

received the highest point allocation in the Rate Analysis scoring category, and it projected the 

lowest initial cost and 40-year NPV of any respondent that met the minimum engineering design 

standards.  

 

Proposal 2 for the Finance scoring category was awarded high scores for six of the nine financial 

criterion categories. Proposal 2 received high scores for evidence of financing, material conditions, 

expected financial leverage, debt covenants, project liquidity and dividend policy.  Proposal 2’s 

financing for the Project would come from cash generated from Proposal 2’s operations.  It would 

build, own, operate, and maintain the Project as an addition to its existing  transmission 

system as part of its business plans.   

  Proposal 2 has 

more than 100 years of experience in transmission, and as a result, it has won multiple JD Power and 

Associates Awards. 
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Industry Expert Panel Public Report Summary 
Appendix  

Engineering Design 

ENGINEERING DESIGN POINTS ALLOCATED BY SCORING CATEGORY (INCLUDES 

LIST OF ASSOCIATED SCORING FACTORS)   

(NOTE:  Points shown below for each category are evenly distributed to all Category checklist items 

that immediately follow.) 

 (1A) ROUTING AND ROW – 5 TOTAL POINTS 

 Line (Miles)

 Barriers, e.g., Line crossings, Under build, Structures, Signs & Street Lights

 Why route was chosen

 How topographical information was generated

 Structure Spotting

 Width required & how calculated

 Percent of ROW to be cleared

 (1B) CONDUCTOR – 45 TOTAL POINTS 

 Size

 Type

 Strength Utilization (EDT & MWT)

 Ampacity, Emergency and Nominal & Line capacity

 Vibration mitigation

 Galloping mitigation

 Conductor Stringing Data & Methodology

 Conductor Rating Calculation including Assumptions

 Grease & corrosion protection (site specific environmental)

(1C) STRUCTURES – 45 TOTAL POINTS 

 Type of structure E.g., single pole

 Material (Steel, Wood, Concrete, Composite)

 Material durability & specification

 Foundation Type

 Failure mode & strength coordination of different components

 Geotechnical assumptions

 Insulator material, glass, porcelain, composite

 Insulator Electromechanical Strength Rating

 Insulator BIL (Insulation Coordination)

 Insulator pollution level
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 Electrical/Maintenance Clearance Drawing

 Shield wire Angle

 NESC Loading

(1D) SHIELD WIRE – 25 TOTAL POINTS 

 Size

 Minimum diameter of outer strands

 Form of cross section of OPGW

 Material

 Grease & corrosion protection (site specific environmental)

 Number of optical fibbers

 Splice Box (Placement, IP rating)

(2) LOSSES – 15 TOTAL POINTS 

 Assumptions

 Calculation methodology

 Assumptions & calculations reasonable

 Total kWh losses for line per year

(3) LIFE EXPECTANCY (DESIGN LIFE) – 15 TOTAL POINTS 

 Years life expectancy (Durability)

 Relative Reliability or Load Return Period as per ASCE MOP 74

 Nominal Design Wind Speed (3 second gust)

(4) RELIABILITY – 15 TOTAL POINTS 

 Reliability/quality metrics used in design

 Reliability/quality metrics used in construction

 Reliability/quality metrics used in maintenance.

 Any FOR predictions

(5) ENGINEERING STAFF EXPERIENCE & EXPERTISE – 15 TOTALPOINTS 

 Company equivalent projects

 Assigned staff equivalent projects

 Assigned staff education and experience

 Demonstrated ability to meet schedule

(6) CONDUCTOR DISCRETIONARY BONUS – 20 TOTAL POINTS 

 Bonus for relatively less losses – 13 Points Maximum

 Bonus for relatively more MVA transfer capacity – 7 Points Maximum
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CONDUCTOR CHARACTERISTICS

RFP Respondent CONDUCTOR

SIZE 

(kcmil)

COND. 

RESISTANCE 

@ 840A 

(OHMS/KM)

CURRENT  (A) 

@ 100C 

(ACSR)

CURRENT  (A) 

@ 200C 

(ACSS)

COND. 

TEMP 

840(A)

COND. 

TEMP 

1200(A)

Proposal 11 ACSR T2 "HAWK" 477 0.1701 708 133 240

Proposal 8 ACSR "FALCON" 1590 0.0445 1511 66 79

Proposal 7 ACSR T2 "HAWK" 477 0.1701 708 133 240

Proposal 5 ACSR "BUNTING" 1139 0.0593 1266 73 94

Proposal 1 ACSR "BITTERN" 1272 0.0638 1318 71 90

Proposal 3 ACSS "DOVE" 556.5 0.1340 810 1237 110 184

Proposal 2 ACSR "BLUEJAY" 1113 0.0638 1213 75 99

Proposal 4 ACSR "BITTERN" 1272 0.0638 1318 71 90

Proposal 10 ACSR "DRAKE" 795 0.0898 1006 87 127

Proposal 9 ACSS "LARK" 397 0.2069 662 1004 147 274

Proposal 6 ACSS/TW "ORIOLE" 336 0.2665 585 883.5 182 354

Current carrying capacity less than specified  minimum >>   (1200 Amps)

Temperature exceeds specified maximums          >>>> 

ACSR Conductor (Aluminum Conductor, Steel Reinforced) Maximum Operating Temperature is  100C

ACSS Conductor (Aluminum Conductor, Steel Supported) Maximum Operating Temperature is 200C

CONDUCTOR LOSSES

RFP Respondent

SIZE 

(kcmil)

COND. 

RESISTANCE 

@ 840A 

(OHMS/KM)

LOSS @ 70% 

Emergency

Rating  

(840A) 

(MWh/YEAR)

LOSS

SAVINGS

(MWh/YEAR)

 PERCENT 

OF LOSS

SAVINGS

BONUS

POINTS

(13 MAX)

Proposal 8 1590 0.0445 29734 59719 100.0% 13.0

Proposal 5 1139 0.0593 39594 49858 83.5% 10.9

Proposal 1 1272 0.0638 42574 46879 78.5% 10.2

Proposal 4 1272 0.0638 42574 46879 78.5% 10.2

Proposal 2 1113 0.0638 42590 46862 78.5% 10.2

Proposal 3 556.5 0.1340 89452 0 0.0% 0.0

Proposal 10 795 0.0898 59922 NA NA NA

Proposal 11 477 0.1701 113558 NA NA NA

Proposal 7 477 0.1701 113558 NA NA NA

Proposal 9 397 0.2069 138109 NA NA NA

Proposal 6 336 0.2665 177883 NA NA NA
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CONDUCTOR TRANSFER CAPACITY 

RFP Respondent

SIZE 

(kcmil)

NOC RATING 

(MVA) 

(T85C ACSR, 

T200C ACSS)

EMERGENCY 

RATING (MVA) 

(T100C ACSR, 

T200C ACSS)

BONUS

EMERGENCY  

RATING (MOST 

- LEAST)  MVA 

PERCENT 

OF 

BONUS

MVA

BONUS

POINTS

7 MAX

Proposal 8 1590 260 301 59 100.0% 7.0

Proposal 1 1272 227 263 21 35.2% 2.5

Proposal 4 1272 227 263 21 35.2% 2.5

Proposal 5 1139 218 252 11 17.8% 1.2

Proposal 3 556.5 246 246 5 8.1% 0.6

Proposal 2 1113 209 242 0 0.0% 0.0

Proposal 10 795 174 200 NA NA NA

Proposal 9 397 200 200 NA NA NA

Proposal 6 336 176 176 NA NA NA

Proposal 11 477 123 141 NA NA NA

Proposal 7 477 123 141 NA NA NA
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Discussion of Conductor Evaluation 

The Engineering Design members of the IEP directed Power Systems Consultants (PSC) to perform 

a conductor analysis of the 11 RFP proposals based upon the methodology in IEEE Publication 738-

2006, Standard for Calculating the Current-Temperature Relationship of Bare Overhead Conductors.  

The results indicated that conductors proposed by five of the respondents -- Proposal 11, Proposal 7, 

Proposal 10, Proposal 9, and Proposal 6 -- exceeded the maximum allowable surface temperature at 

the specified current flow, per the SPP Minimum Transmission Design Standards, Revision 1. 

The Engineering Design team had already evaluated other criteria than the conductor for all 11 

respondents.  Table A below shows the results of this initial evaluation, with a 0 allocation for 

conductor for those respondents that did not meet the conductor standards. 
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Table A 

Engineering Design Point Allocation by Criterion and RFP Respondent 

The PSC Technical Evaluation Report states at page 29 that in its opinion, “The proposal submitted 

by Proposal 10 has strong technical focus on the phase conductor selection. We recommend 

considering their bid as “technically responsive”. However, the proposal is submitted with poor 

engineering quality and may be excluded from further evaluation/ negotiation."   

All RFP Proposals were required by the RFP at a minimum to comply with design standards outlined 

in the SPP Minimum Transmission Design Standards (“MTDS”). Specifications in the MTDS 

require that the maximum conductor temperature at 1,200 amperes emergency current flow shall not 

exceed 100 degrees C operating temperature for ACSR type conductors and 200 degrees C operating 

temperature for ACSS type conductors.  Proposal 10’s operating temperature of the proposed ACSR 

conductor was determined to be 127 degrees C at 1,200 amperes emergency rating, which is 27 

degrees C more than the maximum allowed by the MTDS. Similarly, the conductor proposed by the 

other four RFP Respondents also did not meet the maximum allowable temperature requirement at 

1,200 amperes emergency rating.  See Table Conductor Characteristics above.  Therefore, the 

Engineering Design evaluation team determined that the five respondents that did not meet this 

minimum design standard, including Proposal 10, should not receive any points for this scoring 

category because a transmission facility built to the specifications in these proposals would not meet 

required SPP minimum standards identified in the MTDS.  This determination is reflected in the 

Engineering Design point allocation in Table 8 in the IEP Report.   

Engineering Design  

Criteria Subcriteria

Maximum 

Total 

Score 200

Proposal  

1

Proposal  

2

Proposal  

3

Proposal  

4

Proposal  

5

Proposal  

6

Proposal  

7

Proposal  

8

Proposal  

9

Proposal 

10

Proposal 

11

1) Type of Construction (Wood,

Steel, Design Loading, etc.)

1A) Routing
5 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.1 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.3 3.9 4.3

1B) Conductor 45 39.5 39.5 40 39.5 39 0 0 40 0 0 0

1C) Structures/Loading 45 39.8 38.4 35.7 36 38.8 36 34.3 37.7 33.9 36.3 35

1D) Shield Wire 25 20.7 19.6 21.4 21.1 21.4 19.3 21.4 18.9 19.6 18.9 18.2

2) Losses (Design Efficiency) 15 12.8 11.3 12.8 13.5 13.5 13.5 11.3 13.9 13.5 13.5 10.5

3) Estimated Life of Construction 15 11.5 12.5 14 4.5 11.5 12.5 7 11.5 9 11.5 11.5

4) Reliability/Quality Metrics 15 12.8 13.5 12.8 12.8 13.5 12.8 9.4 12 12 12.8 12

5) Staff Expertise 15 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 15 7 7 15 7 7 7

6) Discretionary 20 12.7 10.2 0.6 12.7 12.1 0 0 20 0 0 0

Scoring category total: 200 167.6 163.1 155.3 157.9 168.9 105.6 94.8 173.6 99.3 103.9 98.5
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PSC Technical Evaluation Report 
North Liberal – Walkemeyer 115kV - Southwest Power Pool 
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1. Abstract

The following report has been produced under the direction of Industry Expert Panel (IEP) representative 

. The criteria for evaluating the tender submissions have been divided into 9 major categories (Routing, 

Conductors, Structured/ Loading, Shield wire, Right of Way, Life Expectancy, Losses, Reliability and company 

Engineering Experience & Expertise).  

Under direction from the IEP representative, these major categories have been divided into separate sub 

categories to identify compliance elements with respect to the tender evaluation. PSC used the following 

criteria to evaluate each sub category element. 

 Exceeds minimum SPP requirement (Top Level)

 Meets SPP minimum requirement

 Possibly meets the minimum requirement

 Does not meet the minimum requirement.

With this information, collaboration with IEP representative a weighting was assigned to the above criteria 

and an average weighting produced for each category. 

The IEP representative was responsible for assigning the scoring criteria used in this report. 

The technical component of the proposals submitted by Proposal 8, Proposal 5, Proposal 1, Proposal 2, 
Proposal 4 and Proposal 3 are found in acceptable quality and we recommend to consider their proposal as 
“technically responsive” proposal. 

2. Introduction

The evaluation of proposed Engineering Design of the 115kV North Liberal-Walkemeyer transmission line is 

based on 200 points that measures the quality of the design, material, technology and life expectancy of the 

Competitive Upgrade.  

15 Points will be awarded for Engineering Staff Experience & Expertise in addition to the 185 Points above. 

The total engineering component is made up of 200 Points. 

Criteria considered in this evaluation category includes direct scoring against the following items- 

 Routing (maximum 5)

 Conductor (maximum 45)

 Structure assessment of external loading and transmission support structure system (maximum 45)

 Shield wire  (maximum 25)

 Right of Way (maximum 0) **SCORED Based on IEP recommendation

 Life expectancy (maximum 15)

 Losses (maximum 15)

 Reliability (maximum 15)

 Staff Experience & Expertise (maximum 15)
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 Discretionary Bonus Points for Conductor Performance (maximum 20)

The evaluation criteria are stated below- 

 SPP minimum requirement where available,

 Legislative Codes (NESC) and standards (ASCE) where appropriate,

 Good and contemporary industry practice (IEC and IEEE recommendation) where applicable.

In addition to direct scoring, each RFP proposal was studied to identify- 

 Positive aspect of the proposed engineering design which will likely offer better project management

as well as transmission line operation and maintenance;

 Major concerns on the proposed engineering design; a RFI is recommended to be issued to resolve

these concerns should the relevant RFP proposal is considered for further assessment;

 Minor concerns on the proposed engineering design; these points are recommended to include in a

“functional specification” prior to commencement of the transmission line detailed design and

construction to ensure adequate quality of the proposed transmission line system.

The detailed engineering design evaluation outcome can be found in the document 

3. Tender Evaluation Summary

3.1 Proposal 11 

Direct Scoring Result- 
Table 1 - Proposal 11 scoring result 

Proposal 11 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.3 

Conductor (45) 0 

Structure/Loading (45) 35 

Shield wire (25) 18.2 

Life Expectancy (15) 11.5 

Losses (15) 10.5 

Reliability (15) 12.0 

Staff Expertise (15) 7.0 

Bonus Points (20) 0 
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TOTAL 98.5 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

None 

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed phase conductor is not suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

2. The proposed phase conductor will have very low power transmission efficiency and high line loss
(resistive).

3. Proposed line resistive line loss is 113.63 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

4. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

5. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

6. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. Type of insulator materials has not been provided in the tender documentation (recommended glass
with straight head zinc sleeve or Composite without EPDM),

3. Minimum kA²sec rating of OPGW has not been provided in the tender documentation.
(Recommended value 90 assuming maximum station fault level 15kA and protection backup time 0.5
sec), OPGW configuration and corrosion protection (Aluma core or Centra core),

4. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

5. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.
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3.2 Proposal 8 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 2 – Proposal 8 scoring result 

Proposal 8 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.6 

Conductor (45) 40.0 

Structure/Loading (45) 37.7 

Shield wire (25) 18.9 

Life Expectancy (15) 11.5 

Losses (15) 13.9 

Reliability (15) 12.0 

Staff Expertise (15) 15 

Bonus Points (20) 20 

TOTAL 173.6 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. The proposed route will not have any 115kV transmission line crossing. This will have positive impact
on construction, operation, maintenance and safety.

2. The proposal is based on a customized study on the proposed route for "Lesser Prairie-Chicken
Habitat assessment."

3. The proposed phase conductor is suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

4. The proposed phase conductor will have high power transmission efficiency and low line loss
(resistive).

5. Proposed line resistive line loss is 29.7 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

6. Addressed galloping & vibration mitigations, good conductor & structure engineering deliverable.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed right of way width is 45 feet. This seems very low and detailed calculation is required to
support this proposal.

2. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
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environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2 
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide). 

3. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

4. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. Type of insulator materials has not been provided in the tender documentation (recommended glass
with straight head zinc sleeve or Composite without EPDM),

3. Minimum kA²sec rating of OPGW has not been provided in the tender documentation.
(Recommended value 90 assuming maximum station fault level 15kA and protection backup time 0.5
sec), OPGW configuration and corrosion protection (Aluma core or Centra core). The bidder has
detailed a methodology that will be used to calculate the shield wire size and type, part of the
detailed design insulation coordination study.

4. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

5. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.
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3.3 Proposal 7 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 3 – Proposal 7 scoring result 

Proposal 7 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.4 

Conductor (45) 0 

Structure/Loading (45) 34.3 

Shield wire (25) 21.4 

Life Expectancy (15) 7.0 

Losses (15) 11.3 

Reliability (15) 9.4 

Staff Expertise (15) 7.0 

Bonus Points (20) 0 

TOTAL 94.7 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. A detailed Multi Criteria Assessment (MCA) has been carried out to identify the preferred route.

2. The proposal is based on a customized study on the proposed route for "Lesser Prairie-Chicken
Habitat assessment."

3. Structure spotting is provided with the height of the wood poles not exceeding 95'. Terrain profile is
provided showing the sag tensions, span lengths, clearances, etc.

4. 14mm diameter OPGW (AFL Aluma Core) which will have at least 90kA²sec rating and will have good
corrosion resistance property and the optical fibers are standard ITU-T G.652.D.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed phase conductor is not suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

2. The proposed phase conductor will have very low power transmission efficiency and high line loss
(resistive).

3. Proposed line resistive line loss is 113.6 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).
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5. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

6. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

7. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection of wood poles and accessories has not been specified. No preservative or
special painting of pole bottom part (near soil/air interface zone) has been mentioned in the tender
documentation.

2. No failure mode and strength co-ordination of wood pole and foundation system has been provided
or assessed. It is recommended strength co-ordination is to let foundation fail before wood pole,

3. Type of insulator materials has not been provided in the tender documentation (recommended glass
with straight head zinc sleeve or Composite without EPDM),

4. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.



IEP Transmission Provider BOD Report Appendix for RFP000001 20 

3.4 Proposal 5 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 4 – Proposal 5 scoring result 

Proposal 5 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.1 

Conductor (45) 39.0 

Structure/Loading (45) 38.8 

Shield wire (25) 21.4 

Life Expectancy (15) 11.5 

Losses (15) 13.5 

Reliability (15) 13.5 

Staff Expertise (15) 15 

Bonus Points (20) 12.1 

TOTAL 168.9 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. The proposed phase conductor is suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

2. The proposed phase conductor will have high power transmission efficiency and low line loss
(resistive).

3. Proposed line resistive line loss is 39.6 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

4. 48-fiber AFL Centra Core OPGW is proposed; 12mm diameter OPGW (AFL Aluma Core) which will
have at least 90kA²sec rating and will have good corrosion resistance property and the optical fibers
are standard ITU-T G.652.D.

5. The proposal is based on TWIN OHEW (one OPGW and one steel galvanized wire). This will provide
enhanced protection against lightning strike damage and fault current distribution.

6. Addressed galloping & vibration mitigations, good conductor & structure engineering deliverable.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed route will have 115kV transmission line crossing. The impact on construction,
operation, maintenance and safety should be assessed in the proposal.
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3. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

4. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

5. The Ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection of wood poles and accessories has not been specified. No preservative or
special painting of pole bottom part (near soil/air interface zone) has been mentioned in the tender
documentation.

2. The proposed Non Ceramic insulator materials should not be based on EPDM rubber, recommended
material is silicone rubber or SESP rubber (alloy of EPDM and silicone),

3. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.
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3.5 Proposal 1 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 5 – Proposal 1 scoring result 

Proposal 1 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.3 

Conductor (45) 39.5 

Structure/Loading (45) 39.8 

Shield wire (25) 20.7 

Life Expectancy (15) 11.5 

Losses (15) 12.8 

Reliability (15) 12.8 

Staff Expertise (15) 13.5 

Bonus Points (20) 12.7 

TOTAL 167.5 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. The proposed phase conductor is suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

2. The proposed phase conductor will have high power transmission efficiency and low line loss
(resistive).

3. Proposed line resistive line loss is 42.6 GW-hr/year (at 70% Emergency of emergency rating).

4. The proposed weathering steel poles will have aesthetic appearance,

5. Proposed leakage is 25.4mm/kV (1"/kV) and 28.76mm/kV (1.13"/kV). It is a level equivalent to
“Heavy- Areas with high density of industries and suburbs of large cities with high density of heating
plants producing pollution".

6. Addressed galloping, good conductor, routing & structure engineering deliverable.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed route will have 115kV transmission line crossing. The impact on construction,
operation, maintenance and safety should be assessed in the proposal;

2. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
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required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100 
year mean return period. 

3. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. The proposed Non Ceramic insulator materials should not be based on EPDM rubber, recommended
material is silicone rubber or SESP rubber (alloy of EPDM and silicone),

3. Minimum kA²sec rating of OPGW has been provided in the tender documentation, the bidder has
proposed OPGW to be 48kA²sec rated wire. (Recommended value 90 assuming maximum station
fault level 15kA and protection backup time 0.5 sec), OPGW configuration and corrosion protection
(Aluma core or Centra core).

4. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

5. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.
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3.6 Proposal 3 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 6 – Proposal 3 scoring result 

Proposal 3 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.5 

Conductor (45) 40.0 

Structure/Loading (45) 35.7 

Shield wire (25) 21.4 

Life Expectancy (15) 14.0 

Losses (15) 12.8 

Reliability (15) 12.8 

Staff Expertise (15) 13.5 

Bonus Points (20) 0.6 

TOTAL 155.2 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. The proposed route will not have any 115kV line crossing. This will have positive impact on
construction, operation, maintenance and safety.

2. The proposed phase conductor is suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

3. The proposed phase conductor is a high temperature fully annealed Aluminum conductor ACSS; this
will have high power transmission efficiency but will have high line loss (resistive).

4. Proposed line resistive line loss is 89.5 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

5. 48-fiber SFPOC OPGW with Aluminum Clad is proposed; 13.5mm diameter OPGW (AFL Aluma Core)
which will have at least 90kA²sec rating and will have good corrosion resistance property and the
optical fibres are standard ITU-T G.652 or ITU-T G655 (G.652 is the recommended type).

6. Addressed galloping, vibration mitigations & 100 year mean return period (Reliability), good
conductor, structure & routing engineering deliverable.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed right of way width is 50 feet. This seems very low and detailed calculation is required to
support this proposal.
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2. A wind load factor equivalent to 1.15² is considered in the proposal, this is beyond the requirement of
the relevant reliability factor (RRF) for 100 year mean return period. Please refer to clause 2.1.1 of
ASCE MOP 74 for the correct application of the wind load factor.

3. The proposed insulation is equivalent to “Light” as defined in IEC 60071-2 (Insulation co-ordination -
Part 2- Application guide). The bidder needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate
for the specific application environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as
defined in IEC 60071-2 (Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

4. The bidder needs to confirm that the proposed Non Ceramic Insulators and hardware fittings are
suitable to use at high temperature operation.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. The proposed Non Ceramic insulator materials should not be based on EPDM rubber, recommended
material is silicone rubber or SESP rubber (alloy of EPDM and silicone),

3. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

4. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

3.7 Proposal 2 

Direct Scoring Result- 
Table 7 – Proposal 2 scoring result 

Proposal 2 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.6 

Conductor (45) 39.5 

Structure/Loading (45) 38.4 

Shield wire (25) 19.6 

Life Expectancy (15) 12.5 

Losses (15) 11.3 

Reliability (15) 13.5 

Staff Expertise (15) 13.5 

Bonus Points (20) 10.2 

TOTAL 163.1 
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Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. A detailed Multi Criteria Assessment (MCA) has been carried out to identify the preferred route.

2. The proposed phase conductor is suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

3. The proposed phase conductor will have high power transmission efficiency and low line loss
(resistive).

4. Proposed line resistive line loss is 42.6 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

5. Proposed Prismian 18B35S OPGW is a Centra Core Aluminum Clad OPGW. Which will have at least
90kA²sec rating and will have good corrosion resistance property and the optical fibers are standard
ITU-T G.652 or ITU-T G655 (G.652 is the recommended type).

6. Addressed galloping & vibration mitigations, good conductor, structure & routing engineering
deliverable.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

2. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

3. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. Minimum kA²sec rating of OPGW has been provided in the tender documentation, the bidder has
proposed OPGW to be 54kA²sec rated wire. (Recommended value 90 assuming maximum station
fault level 15kA and protection backup time 0.5 sec), OPGW configuration and corrosion protection
(Aluma core or Centra core).

3. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.
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4. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

3.8 Proposal 4 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 8 – Proposal 5scoring result 

Proposal 4 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.3 

Conductor (45) 39.5 

Structure/Loading (45) 36 

Shield wire (25) 21.1 

Life Expectancy (15) 4.5 

Losses (15) 13.5 

Reliability (15) 12.8 

Staff Expertise (15) 13.5 

Bonus Points (20) 12.7 

TOTAL 157.8 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. The proposed phase conductor is suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

2. The proposed phase conductor will have high power transmission efficiency and low line loss
(resistive).

3. Proposed line resistive line loss is 59.9 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

4. The proposed AFL AC34/52/646 is a 16.4mm OPGW (AFL Aluma Core) which will have 172kA²sec
rating and will have good corrosion resistance property and the optical fibers are standard ITU-T
G.652.D or ITU-T G655 (G.652 is the recommended type).

5. Addressed galloping & vibration mitigations, good conductor, structure & routing engineering
deliverable.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed route will have 115kV transmission line crossing. The impact on construction,
operation, maintenance and safety should be assessed in the proposal;
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2. The proposed insulation is equivalent to “Medium” as defined in IEC 60071-2 (Insulation co-
ordination - Part 2- Application guide). The bidder needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that
is adequate for the specific application environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III
“heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2 (Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

3. A wind load factor equivalent to 1.15² is considered in the proposal, this is beyond the requirement of
the relevant reliability factor (RRF) for 100 year mean return period. Please refer to clause 2.1.1 of
ASCE MOP 74 for the correct application of the wind load factor.

4. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. The proposed Non Ceramic insulator materials should not be based on EPDM rubber, recommended
material is silicone rubber or SESP rubber (alloy of EPDM and silicone),

3. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

4. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

3.9 Proposal 10 

Direct Scoring Result- 
Table 9 – Proposal 10scoring result 

Proposal 10 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 3.9 

Conductor (45) 0 

Structure/Loading (45) 36.3 

Shield wire (25) 18.9 

Life Expectancy (15) 11.5 

Losses (15) 13.5 

Reliability (15) 12.8 

Staff Expertise (15) 7.0 

Bonus Points (20) 0 

TOTAL 103.9 
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Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. The proposed phase conductor is selected following a very good engineering assessment. Although
apparently the proposed ACSR conductor has Maximum Operating Temperature (MOT) slightly higher
than SPP minimum requirement, the overall performance of the phase conductor over the design life
(including the assessment of loss of strength under high MOT) can be considered as “Fit for purpose”.

2. Proposed line resistive line loss is 60.6 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

3. Addressed galloping.

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed route will have 115kV transmission line crossing. The impact on construction,
operation, maintenance and safety should be assessed in the proposal,

2. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

3. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

4. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

5. The bidder needs to confirm that the proposed Non Ceramic Insulators and hardware fittings are
suitable to use at high temperature operation.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. The proposed Non Ceramic insulator materials should not be based on EPDM rubber, recommended
material is silicone rubber or SESP rubber (alloy of EPDM and silicone),

3. Corrosion resistance property of OPGW should be considered (e.g. avoiding bi-metallic corrosion),

4. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

5. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.
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6. The conductor tension should be based on the vibration damper design to avoid damage under
Aeolian vibration.

3.10 Proposal 9 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 10 – Proposal 9 scoring result 

Proposal 9 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.3 

Conductor (45) 0 

Structure/Loading (45) 33.9 

Shield wire (25) 19.6 

Life Expectancy (15) 9.0 

Losses (15) 13.5 

Reliability (15) 12.0 

Staff Expertise (15) 7 

Bonus Points (20) 0 

TOTAL 99.4 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

1. The proposed route will not have any 115kV transmission line crossing. This will have positive impact
on construction, operation, maintenance and safety.

2. The proposed OPGW is a 48 fiber 16.15mm diameter OPGW and the fault current rating is expected
to be in excess of 150kA²sec. This will have good corrosion resistance property and the optical fibers
are standard ITU-T G.652.D or ITU-T G655 (G.652 is the recommended type).

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed ACSS phase conductor will run at 147.2⁰C to transmit 840A and 274.4⁰C to transmit
1200 A. This is quite high compared to the recommended range of ACSS operating temperatures as
per contemporary practices. This is also beyond the limit imposed by SPP minimum criteria. The
proposed phase conductor is not suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

2. The proposed phase conductor will have high power transmission efficiency and high line loss
(resistive).

3. Proposed line resistive line loss is 138.11 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).
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4. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

5. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

6. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

7. The bidder needs to confirm that the proposed Insulators and hardware fittings are suitable to use at
high temperature operation.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,

2. Type of insulator materials has not been provided in the tender documentation (recommended glass
with straight head zinc sleeve or Composite without EPDM),

3. Corrosion resistance property of OPGW should be considered (e.g. avoiding bi-metallic corrosion),

4. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

5. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

6. The conductor tension should be based on the vibration damper design to avoid damage under
Aeolian vibration.

3.11 Proposal 6 

Direct Scoring Result- 

Table 11 – Proposal 6 scoring result 

Proposal 6 

Engineering Design Score (Total 200) 

Routing (5) 4.5 

Conductor (45) 0 

Structure/Loading (45) 36 
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Shield wire (25) 19.3 

Life Expectancy (15) 12.5 

Losses (15) 13.5 

Reliability (15) 12.8 

Staff Expertise (15) 7.0 

Bonus Points (20) 0 

TOTAL 105.5 

Positive Aspect of the Proposed Engineering Design: 

None 

Major Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. The proposed ACSS phase conductor will run at 182.4⁰C to transmit 840A and 354.3⁰C to transmit
1200 A. This is very high compared to the recommended range of ACSS operating temperatures as
per contemporary practices. This is also beyond the limit imposed by SPP minimum criteria. The
proposed phase conductor is not suitable to transmit 1200 Amps emergency rating requirement.

2. The proposed phase conductor will have high power transmission efficiency and high line loss
(resistive).

3. Proposed line resistive line loss is 177.9 GW-hr/year (at 70% of emergency rating).

4. Pollution Level of Insulator (proposed minimum leakage distance) has not been disclosed. The bidder
needs to confirm the proposed pollution level that is adequate for the specific application
environment. The recommended pollution level is Level III “heavy” as defined in IEC 60071-2
(Insulation co-ordination - Part 2- Application guide).

5. The magnitude of all weather-related loads shall be determined using a 100 year mean return period
in accordance with the ASCE Manual of Practice (MOP) 74.  A load factor equivalent to 1.15 shall be
required to comply with the relevant reliability factor (RRF). The bidder has not designed for a 100
year mean return period.

6. The ice thickness factor 1.25 has not been considered to comply with the relevant reliability factor
(RRF) for 100 year mean return period.

7. Addressed galloping.

Minor Concerns (Not addressed in the tender documentation): 

1. Corrosion protection layers of steel poles and accessories, special painting of pole bottom shafts
(near soil/air interface zone). This information has not been provided in the tender documentation,
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2. The proposed Non Ceramic insulator materials should not be based on EPDM rubber, recommended
material is silicone rubber or SESP rubber (alloy of EPDM and silicone),

3. Corrosion resistance property of OPGW should be considered (e.g. avoiding bi-metallic corrosion),

4. Minimum kA²sec rating of OPGW has been provided in the tender documentation, the bidder has
proposed OPGW to be 36kA²sec rated wire. (Recommended value 90 assuming maximum station
fault level 15kA and protection backup time 0.5 sec), OPGW configuration and corrosion protection
(Aluma core or Centra core).

5. The recommended OPGW outer strand diameter is 3mm minimum for enhanced protection against
lightning strike damage and information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

6. OPGW Joint box IEC 60529 Ingress Protection (IP) rating (recommended rating IP54 which means
Protected from limited dust ingress and protected from water spray from any direction). This
information has not been provided in the tender documentation.

4. Ranking summary

Table 12 – Ranking Summary 

Rank Bidder 
Score 
(out of 200) 

MVA Rating (85°C-
ACSR, 200°C-ACSS) 

Resistive Loss @ 
70% Emergency 

(MVA) (GWh/year) 

1 Proposal 8 173.6 260 29.73 

2 Proposal 5 168.9 218 39.6 

3 Proposal 1 167.5 227 42.57 

4 Proposal 2 163.1 209 42.6 

5 Proposal 4 157.8 227 42.57 

6 Proposal 3 155.2 246 89.45 

7 Proposal 6 105.5 176 177.9 

8 Proposal 10 103.9 174 60.6 

9 Proposal 9 99.4 200 138.1 

10 Proposal 11 98.5 123 113.6 

11 Proposal 7 94.7 123 113.6 
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5. Assessment of Proposed Design

PSC has reviewed the quality of design information submitted in each proposal and assessed them against the 
major component of a transmission line system. We have considered 4 competency components (refer Table 
13) to assess the design of each proposal.

Table 13 – Transmission Line System and Element of Competency 

Components Elements Expected Engineering Quality ID of 
Competency 

Line route 
and Supports 

Line route - MCA (Multi Criteria 
Analysis for route 
selection) 

- Design loading and 
strength co-ordinations 

- Durability 
consideration(material 
selection) 

TL-1 

Steel, wood, concrete, 
composite 

Plates, bolts, nuts and 
washers 

Stays and fittings 

Top geometry 

Foundations Anchor bolts, steel piles and 
cleat angles and 
geotechnical interaction 
design 

- Reasonable 
Geotechnical 
Assumptions 

- Educated geotechnical 
strength factor 

- Durability 
consideration(material 
selection) 

- Basic design of earthing 

TL-2 

Concrete footings, caisson 
footings and geotechnical 
interaction design 

Earthing systems 

Conductors/ 
OPGW 

Size - Rating calculation 

- Loss calculation 

- Corrosion  

- Aeolian vibration 

- Galloping 

TL-3 

Joints 

Insulators Insulator elements - Loading and strength co-
ordination 

- Corrosion 

TL-4 

Brackets, bolts 

Fittings 

The following table shows the quality of design of the proposals against the four competencies that are 
defined in Table 13.  

In the Table 14, “YES” represents the proposal has satisfactory engineering assessment and “NO” represents 
missing/incorrect/incomplete engineering assessment for the corresponding competency element. 
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Table 14 – Quality of Design 

Rank Bidder 
Score 
Out of 200 

TL-1 TL-2 TL-3 TL-4 

1 Proposal 8 173.6 NO YES YES NO 

2 Proposal 5 168.9 NO YES YES NO 

3 Proposal 1 167.5 YES NO YES NO 

4 Proposal 2 163.1 YES YES YES NO 

5 Proposal 4 157.8 YES YES YES NO 

6 Proposal 3 155.2 YES YES YES NO 

7 Proposal 6 105.5 YES YES NO NO 

8 Proposal 10 103.9 NO NO NO NO 

9 Proposal 9 99.4 YES YES NO YES 

10 Proposal 11 98.5 NO NO NO NO 

11 Proposal 7 94.7 YES NO NO NO 

6. Conclusion

Based on the preceding assessment of the proposals from 11 bidders, the following recommendations are 
made- 

 The technical component of the proposals submitted by Proposal 3, Proposal 5, Proposal 2, Proposal
8, Proposal 1 and Proposal 4 are found in acceptable quality and we recommend to consider their
proposal as “technically responsive” proposal;

 The proposal submitted by Proposal 10has strong technical focus on the phase conductor selection.
We recommend to consider their bid as “technically responsive”. However, the proposal is submitted
with poor engineering quality and may be excluded from further evaluation/ negotiation;

 The overall technical component of the proposals submitted by Proposal 6 and Proposal 9 are found
in acceptable quality but based on an erroneous selection of phase conductor. We recommend to
consider their bid as “technically unresponsive” and to exclude their proposal from further
evaluation/ negotiation;

 The proposals submitted by Proposal 7 and Proposal 11 are found with poor engineering quality and
are based on erroneous phase conductor selection. We recommend to consider their bid as
“technically unresponsive” and to exclude their proposal from further evaluation/ negotiation.
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Project Management 

Proposal 1 

1. Environmental

Proposal 1 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion. The

document identified environmental issues to be addressed, 

such as potential T&E species/habitat, archeological/historical, wetlands, streams, and houses 

nearby.  Five potential routes were considered.  The preferred routes were selected with an intent 

Project Management  

Criteria Subcriteria Score

1) Environmental 16

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 8

3) Procurement 15

4) Project Scope 15

5A)Project Schedule 15

5B)Risk register 7.5

6) Construction 15

7) Commissioning 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 15
9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

7.5

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

7.5

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
7.5

10) Ability to handle multiple

projects under construciton 
4

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

7.5

12) Existing right-of-way that can

be used for this project 
0

Scoring category 

total:
143.5

5) Project Development Schedule

9) Experience/Track Record
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to minimize environmental issues and were based on a desktop study.  No site visit was made.  

Proposal 1 undertook a desktop review of habitat requirements of the listed species and 

determined that the only special status species with the potential to occur in the area was the 

Lesser Prairie Chicken.  The response form described the environmental permitting process.  The 

timeline to address specific environmental issues was not provided, but the main schedule listed 

the primary activities to address the environmental issues, which appeared to be reasonable.  

Mitigation measures were listed but the associated cost estimation was not provided.  

 Supporting documents included 

.  The proposal appeared to have considered the major barriers for each 

of the five routes assessed. 

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 1 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

The  report described the ROW acquisition process and plan, which 

also addressed real estate considerations and a property parcel study.  The  report states that 

tree clearing is required and consideration was given in the routing criteria. s 

qualifications were not provided.

3. Procurement

The procurement process was described briefly in the response form, including qualifications.

However, the status of agreements with suppliers and contractors for the Project was not

provided.  The procurement schedule was provided as part of the detailed project schedule.  The

risk management associated with procurement was not described.

4. Project scope

Proposal 1 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 1 stated that relative to specifications, the project would consist of construction of

approximately 22 miles of new 115 kV transmission between the existing North Liberal and

Walkemeyer Substations in southwest Kansas.  File ID 1

 provides detail information associated with this 

criterion. 

Project requirements, activities and deliverables were described in the schedule. 

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Proposal 1 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. The 

schedule provided for no float.  

Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 

Right-of-Way Complete   4/1/2018 

Environmental Complete 6/1/2018

Engineering Complete    7/1/2018 

Procurement Complete    12/1/2018 

Construction Complete    5/1/2019 

In-Service Date     6/1/2019 
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." provided scheduling details as well as a high level summary.  The 

project schedule -- scope, activities, and time line -- to meet the in-service date was reasonable, 

provided there are no contingencies.  There is no float to cover for contingencies and risks.   

Project management schedule – risk register 

Proposal 1 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  

Proposal 1 did not provide a formal project management risk register.  However, some major 

risks and corresponding mitigation measures were described briefly as part of its response.  The 

major risks considered were, availability of materials and equipment, adverse weather, and 

acquisition of ROW.  Proposal 1 did not foresee any risk in obtaining a certificate of public 

convenience and necessity to transact business as a public utility in Kansas.  However, 

information on risks associated with other factors, such as finance and labor/construction, was 

not provided. 

6. Construction

Proposal 1 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 1 provided details on the construction management as part of its response.  Proposal 1

demonstrated the capability to meet the schedule and budget based on the information provided

in the file

 An organization chart, staff assignments, and resumes were not provided for the 

Project.  

7. Commissioning

Proposal 1 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 1 stated that it would utilize in-house personnel to manage, supervise, and complete

commissioning activities and could draw on service providers, as needed, to supplement internal

staff.  Project personnel develop a commissioning and test plan for each project, which is

reviewed with the project design team prior to conducting commissioning work.  This plan

would identify necessary commissioning checks and tests and reduce the potential to duplicate or

miss important commissioning steps.  At the completion of commissioning efforts, the project

team would compile project records, including drawings, operating manuals, maintenance

manuals, spare parts list, commissioning sheets, test reports, and other important records in order

to preserve and close the project.  Proposal 1 also stated that it would have better coordination

with terminating stations because it owns these stations.

8. Timeframe to construct

Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 or a period of 8 months from the issuance of the

Notice To Construct.

Right-of-Way Complete 4/1/2018 

Environmental Complete 6/1/2018 

Engineering Complete 7/1/2018

Procurement Complete 12/1/2018 

Construction Complete 5/1/2019 

In-Service Date 6/1/2019 

-
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The schedule provides Breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase, 

which is reasonable provided no contingencies occur because there is not float in the proposed 

schedule.  Therefore, the proposed schedule appears to be risky due to lack of float, as compared 

to the other RFP Proposals. 

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - ROW acquisition and permitting 

 listed experience with permitting and ROW acquisition of 

the previously completed projects, which demonstrated its qualifications.  However, an 

organization chart and resumes of the key staff to be assigned were not provided.  

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

Proposal 1 demonstrated the capability to meet the schedule and budget as shown in the list of 

projects recently completed.   (

.  However, an organization chart and resumes of the key staff to be 

assigned were not provided. 

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Proposal 1 demonstrated the capability to meet the schedule and budget as shown in the list of 

projects recently completed.   (

). 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

Proposal 1 demonstrated the ability of handling multiple projects based in the track record

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

The proposed schedule is very tight, with no float. File

  lists recently completed projects and 

describes the schedule and budget for each project. 

12. Existing ROW

Proposal 1 did not offer any existing ROWs to use for the Project.
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Proposal 2 

1. Environmental

Proposal 2 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion in

the -  documents.  These

documents also identified and provided a plan to address environmental issues, such as potential

T&E species/habitat, archeological/historical, wetlands, and streams.  Many routes were

considered, and the preferred route was selected to minimize environmental issues based on a

desktop study and a site visit.  The environmental permitting process was described as part the

report.  The timeline to address any potential issues was covered as part of the detailed schedule,

Project Management 

Criteria Subcriteria Score

1) Environmental 12

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 16

3) Procurement 15

4) Project Scope 15

5A)Project Schedule 15

5B)Risk register 7.5

6) Construction 15

7) Commissioning 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 15
9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

7.5

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

7.5

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
7.5

10) Ability to handle multiple

projects under construciton 
4

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

7.5

12) Existing right-of-way that can

be used for this project 
0

Scoring category 

total:
147.5

9) Experience/Track Record

5) Project Development Schedule
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and observations from a site visit were incorporated into the preferred route selection process.  

The corresponding mitigation measures were addressed, but the cost estimation was not 

provided.  Qualifications and experience could be derived from the list of the previously 

completed projects, which included no projects in Kansas.   

 for Proposal 2 evaluated and proposed four route options, and stated that the final detailed 

routing will be determined by Proposal 2 once ROW acquisition has taken place.  The 

  file summarized the four proposed routes.  A plan and 

profile for the line was given, and a brief explanation for the general layout of proposed line was 

provided.  The evaluation of alternative routes considered line crossing, underbuilds, etc.   

A full description of the proposed routes, including its location, any barriers or impediments, 

possible line crossings, etc., can be found in 

A study of significant impacts to threatened and endangered species found no significant 

problems on the proposed routes.  All segments analyzed were outside Lesser Prairie Chicken 

core habitat areas and outside the Whooping Crane flyway.  This information provided was 

shown in the  file. The environmental process is reasonable. 

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 2 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.

files contained the information needed to evaluate this criterion. The ROW acquisition process is 

reasonable.  

3. Procurement

Proposal 2 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. The

procurement process was described briefly in the response form and additional information was

provided in the .  However, the status of agreements with

suppliers and contractors for the Project, as well as staffing and experience related information,

was not made available.

4. Project scope

The project scope consists of constructing approximately 22.5 miles of new 115 kV single

circuit, transmission line from the North Liberal Substation to the Walkemeyer Substation.  The

scope

 identifying transmission line routing, evaluating and determining all 

potential environmental impacts, having town hall meetings with all potential property owners 

that may be impacted by the line route, performing detailed engineering, designing to meet or 

exceed the minimum design standards specifications, installing the transmission line, which 

includes all construction phases; managing the project and processes, 

 and 

working the project safely through completion. 

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 or a period of 8 months from the issuance of a Notice 

to Construct. 

Right-of-Way Complete   No later than      9/31/17 
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Environmental Complete  No later than 9/31/17 

Engineering Complete   No later than  9/1/17 

Procurement Complete   No later than  9/1/17 

Construction Complete   No later than  11/17/17 

In-Service Date    No later than  12/31/17

The overall project schedule encompassed the active portion of the project from Notice to 

Proceed for design/ROW/survey/environmental permitting (January, 2017) through In-Service-

Ready (December 2017). A clarification was sought because the completion dates provided for 

various activities outlined above did not match with the corresponding dates in the detailed 

schedule. Proposal 2 revised the detailed schedule  to match with the dates 

listed above.  The proposed schedule was reasonable for meeting the required in-service date, 

with a float of 17 months. It is not clear as to why Proposal 2 would build the line almost a year 

and half in advance of the latest in-service date as outlined in the RFP.  

Project management schedule – risk register 

Proposal 2 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  

Proposal 2 stated the largest risk to maintaining the schedule is anticipated to be easement 

acquisition; Proposal 2 has outlined a mitigation plan.   Other risks considered were those 

associated with permitting, delays in material deliveries and unanticipated subsurface site 

conditions that may be discovered, regulatory permits, right-of-way acquisition and 

environmental permitting. Risks associated with finance, and the division of risk responsibilities 

between Proposal 2 and its construction contractor were not addressed.  Also, mitigation 

measures and contingency plan/dollar amount were not considered based on review of the of the 

information provided in the file and the response form. 

6. Construction

Proposal 2 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  A

detailed construction plan and processes were described in the

file.  would be Proposal 2's construction management

contractor. They have work together in the recent past. 's qualification were demonstrated in

the response form. However, an organization chart, staff assignments, and resumes were not

provided.  Proposal 2 described the adherence to standardized construction practices, how quality

of every phase of construction would be assured, and the provision of a comprehensive team of

field inspectors for quality control and safety.  However, information on plans to maintain a look

ahead schedule, as well as for transmission line clearance and crossings including coordination

with other transmission/distribution lines owners, were not provided.

7. Commissioning

Proposal 2 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 2 stated that the final testing and commissioning of the transmission line would take

place at the end of the project construction, which could take approximately two weeks.

Proposal 2 also reported that commissioning discussions and coordination would need to take

place between both utility substation owners.  The specifics on the commissioning process would

be determined at a later date.  Proposal 2 would conduct a walk-down of the transmission line to

ensure all structure grounds were complete and all hardware assemblies, dampers and guy wires

(including anchors) were installed correctly as designed.
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8. Timeframe to construct

Proposal 2 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

The breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase appeared reasonable

with a float of 17 months, which is more than adequate for the Project.

Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of the Notice To Construct. 

Right-of-Way Complete.   No later than     9/31/17 

Environmental Complete. No later than  9/31/17 

Engineering Complete.   No later than  9/1/17 

Procurement Complete.   No later than  9/1/17 

Construction Complete.   No later than 11/17/17 

In-Service Date.    No later than 12/31/17

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - Right of way acquisition and permitting 

Proposal 2’s contractor s qualifications are demonstrated in the 

response form  which shows experience in ROW acquisition and 

  However, the staff is not assigned, and resumes were not provided. 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

Proposal 2 provided a list of recently completed projects in the SPP footprint along with previous 

records of construction and project management of transmission facilities.  

  However, its response demonstrated Proposal 2’s 

capability to adhere to standardized construction practices.  However, the staff is not assigned, 

and resumes were not provided.  

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Proposal 2 provide a list of recently completed projects and cost binding documents.  Experience 

of cost containment performance on previous projects, project management and scheduling 

organizations and capabilities, experience of key individuals (resumes and org. chart) provided, 

but identification of project risks and mitigation not provided 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

Proposal 2 provided a list of prior projects. Its capability to handle multiple projects could be

derived from this list.

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

The overall project schedule encompasses the active portion of the project from Notice to

Proceed for design/right-of-way/survey/environmental permitting (January, 2017) through In-

Service-Ready (December 2017).  A detailed schedule has been attached. ( ).  

The list of previously completed projects demonstrated Proposal 2’s capability to meet the

schedule. However, the experience of the construction/project management staff and the

organizational capability could not be evaluated because an organization chart and staff

assignments and resumes were not provided.  A float of 17 months provided very well buffer to

meet the in-service date. The list of projects completed in the recent past demonstrates Proposal

2’s ability to meet the latest in-service date.
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12. Existing Right-of-Way

Proposal 2 did not offer any existing ROW to use for the Project.
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Proposal 3 

1. Environmental

Proposal 3 has provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

Its contractor, , conducted a desktop-level analysis, using publically available

environmental data and verification from a site visit.  Six alternative routes were considered and

a route with minimal impact was proposed.  The preferred route is 22.7 miles in length and

utilizes existing county road ROW to reduce private land impacts and costs.  The route crosses

existing 115kV lines, which are operated by a different owner, one time.   The route selection

Project Management 
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was shown in 

Proposal 3 provided an alternative summary matrix for 6 alternative routes.  An environmental 

criterion was used throughout the route the selection process, as shown in .  

Sensitive areas have been considered throughout the selection process, such as Prairie chicken, 

farmland, and conservation reserve program locations. 

In  the land use and cultural resources were considered as design criteria for the 

route selection.  Historic location, cemeteries, residencies proximity, etc. were considered using 

publically available data.  Proposal 3 proposed the route that minimized community and social 

impact.   

Proposal 3 considered land use, the 115kV transmission lines crossing, roadways, and cultural 

resources, and avoids 115kV crossings.  An alternative summary matrix was provided when 

considering the 6 alternative routes, as shown in   Qualifications and experience 

can be derived from the list of the previously completed projects, 

 describes 

environmental issues, including the Lesser Prairie Chicken issue in the vicinity of the proposed 

preferred route. 

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 3 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion, including 

an ROW acquisition study and execution plan.  The ROW acquisition study considered real 

estate and property parcels on the proposed ROW.  The response did not include qualifications of 

the contractor but did include information related to the ROW width footprint, clearance 

requirements, and vegetation management. 

Proposal 3 determined that clearing would be required in any areas that existing vegetation 

would interfere with access for safe construction and operation of the line.  The proposed route 

would utilize existing county road ROW to the extent possible, which would significantly reduce 

private land impacts and costs.  Refer to document 

.  No detailed plan or supporting information regarding 

environmental impact was provided. 

3. Procurement

Proposal 3 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. The

procurement process was described briefly in the file.  

The procurement schedule was included as part of the overall schedule and appeared to be

reasonable.  Information on the status of agreements with suppliers and contractors for the

project, staffing and experience, contractor hiring status, and risk management was not made

available.

4. Project scope

Proposal 3 would design, procure, construct, and operate a 22.7 mile 115 kV transmission line

from the North Liberal 115 kV Substation to the Walkemeyer 115 kV Substation.  The line was

designed and routed to avoid impacting agricultural operations and to not require distribution

joint use.  The project scope statement was provided.
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5A-B. Project development schedule 

Proposal 3 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. The 

following provides timeline for the major activities. 

Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 

Right-of-Way Complete 4/1/2019 

Environmental Complete  11/21/2017 

Engineering Complete    9/1/2018 

Procurement Complete   3/1/2019 

Construction Complete   6/1/2019 

In-Service Date 6/1/2019         

A detailed project schedule was not provided.  Therefore, float or flexibility to address 

unforeseen delays/contingencies could not be determined.  However, Proposal 3 stated that, if 

requested, it could accelerate the schedule significantly. The qualifications can be derived from 

the  files,

  The 

reasonableness of the overall project schedule -- scope, activities, and time line -- to meet the in-

service date could not be established due to lack of float in the schedule.  Other pertinent 

information, such as critical path analysis, float, and plan to maintain look-ahead schedule, were 

not made available. 

Project management schedule – risk register 

 Proposal 3 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  The 

project management risk register and associated contingency plan and dollar amount to address 

potential contingencies not provided. Proposal 3 identified three risks that could impact the 

project schedule and cost.  However, none were considered significant: 1) 

2) the proposed route primarily inside

the county road ROW, which could face county intervention, and 3) landowner easements 

required for overhanging the conductors.  Proposal 3 did not address risks associated with the 

project construction management, such as weather, material, labor, and legal. 

6. Construction

Proposal 3 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. Details

on construction plan/process were briefly discussed in the response form.  In the

" " file, Proposal 3

indicated that it and its affiliates have a proven track record for executing projects on time and

under budget; however, the project list provided only project names, completion dates and place.

No information on whether those projects were completed under budget and/or on time.

The construction management plan/process was described in general as part of the response. 

However, no information was made available on specific staff assignments (construction 

manager/crew/labor resources), an organization chart, or resumes of the key staff specifically for 

this Project.  

7. Commissioning

Proposal 3 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. The

commissioning process was described very briefly in the response.  Proposal 3 stated that prior to
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commissioning, it would fly the entire constructed route to confirm and remedy any 

impediments.   

8. Timeframe to construct

Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 or a period of 8 months from the issuance of the

Notice To Construct.

Right-of-Way Complete 4/1/2019 

Environmental Complete 11/21/2017 

Engineering Complete 9/1/2018 

Procurement Complete 3/1/2019 

Construction Complete 6/1/2019 

In-Service Date 6/1/2019 

A detailed project schedule was not provided, only a timeline for the major milestones provided

as listed above.  The breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase was

not made available.  Therefore, reasonableness of the allocated timelines for each primary

activity could not be derived.  Also, there is no float in the schedule to cover potential

contingencies.

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - Right of way acquisition and permitting 

A list of completed projects was provided in the 

 file, which was used to derive the experience and 

track record in the ROW and permitting area.  

  An organization chart specific to the Project, along with the staff assignments 

and resumes, was not provided. 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

 lists recently 

completed projects, but did not propose organization chart, staff assignments, or resumes for this 

Project. 

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Proposal 3 provided a list of projects completed in the recent past.  However, this list did not 

include information to evaluate the capability to meet the schedule and budget. 

Experience/resumes of the key staff was not provided.   Construction risks were not addressed as 

part of the response to the risk related question. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

The capability to handle multiple projects could be derived from a list of prior projects that was

provided.  Proposal 3 demonstrated the ability of handling multiple projects based in the track

record and experience of completing previous projects.

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

If awarded the project, Proposal 3 stated that it would immediately begin project development in

order to meet the 6/1/2019 needed in-service date.  If requested, Proposal 3 stated it could

accelerate the schedule significantly.
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The proposed schedule is very tight.  A detailed schedule with a breakdown of primary activities 

was not provided.  There is no float to cover potential contingencies. 

 lists recently completed projects, 

but it did not indicate whether these projects were completed within budget and/or on schedule. 

12. Existing Right-of-Way

Proposal 3 did not offer any existing ROWs to use for the Project.
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Proposal 4 

1. Environmental

Proposal 4 has provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

The response form  explained that the proposed 24.8-mile route was chosen to minimize

impacts on existing agricultural land use, existing residences, the environment, and historical

sites, while minimizing route length.  The route crosses one existing 115kV line.  The impact on

environmentally sensitive (ecological and cultural/historic) areas was considered using publicly

available information.  These files

described a desktop study and actions required to address potential environmental issue, the

Project Management 
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environmental study requirements and permitting process, the wetland issues,  threatened and 

endangered species mitigation, and cultural/historical resource requirements.   A site visit was 

not made.  provided a list of required permits.  

 provided a plan and profile of the proposed route.  

Qualifications of the contractor could not be derived from the information made available. 

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 4 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  A

description of the ROW acquisition process was provided in

  Also,  described in general how 

the process would work, details of the   ROW acquisition study, and the execution plan.  Real 

estate considerations were taken into account in general, but property parcel and real estate 

market study were not conducted. Also, information on and the ROW width footprint, clearance 

requirements, and vegetation management was not provided.   

3. Procurement

Proposal 4 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.  Its

proposed contractor  would carry out the procurement process.

provided the status of agreements with suppliers and contractors and its staffing and experience.

The procurement schedule was included in the main project schedule, and the risk management

associated with procurement was included as part of the project risk register.   –

provided a qualification matrix and supporting documents.  The organization chart and resumes

of the assigned staff were provided in

4. Project scope

Proposal 4 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.  The

proposed scope is to construct an estimated 24.8 miles of 115 kV single circuit transmission line

between the existing North Liberal 115 kV Substation and the existing Walkemeyer 115 kV

Substation.  The scope described in detail the requirements and associated activities along with

the deliverables.

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Regulatory Approvals Complete*  1/1/2017  

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of a Notice To Construct 

ROW Complete    6/16/2017 

Environmental Complete  2/8/2018 

Engineering Complete    3/8/2018 

Procurement Complete    7/26/2018 

Construction Complete    11/29/2018 

In-Service Date 5/1/2019     

 provided the detailed breakdown of each primary 

activity, with a six-month float to meet the latest in-service date, which was reasonable.  A plan 

to maintain two-week look ahead was discussed in 

. 

Project management schedule – risk register 

The project risk assessment was provided as .  The risk matrix contains headers for 

risk category, description, threat or opportunity, consequences, preventative actions, and 
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probability of occurrence.  The major categories included material, permitting, land, resources, 

existing facilities, constructability, clearance, site conditions, and environmental.   

6. Construction

Proposal 4 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 4 selected  as its EPC contractor for the Project.  Proposal 4 has

provided a comprehensive plan/processes for planning, engineering, procuring, and constructing

as shown in .  This exhibit also

described risks related to construction.

f and  provided EPC’s qualifications and experience for 

transmission line construction,   EPC also provided 

an organization chart and staff assignments, including resumes of the lead staff, in 

7. Commissioning

Proposal 4 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this category in

its response.  Proposal 4 stated that prior to energizing the line, a joint engineering and

construction walk down would be completed to verify that the transmission line had been

constructed in accordance with the construction drawings.  The OPGW would have end-to-end

testing completed to verify that all fibers are continuous and that there are no excessive losses

due to splicing.  The line would be patrolled to verify that the phasing is correct and all

temporary conductor grounds had been removed prior to energizing the line.

8. Timeframe to construct

Proposal 4 has provided specific information for some factors considered for this category.

 comprehensive project management plan – capability and expertise explained 

as described above under the construction category. The construction schedule looks reasonable, 

with a float of six months, as shown below. 

Regulatory Approvals Complete*  1/1/2017 

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of a Notice To Construct 

Right-of-Way Complete 6/16/2017 

Environmental Complete 2/8/2018 

Engineering Complete    3/8/2018 

Procurement Complete    7/26/2018 

Construction Complete    11/29/2018 

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - Right of way acquisition and permitting 

Proposal 4 selected  as EPC.   provided information on 

qualifications and experience for ROW of acquisition, including one project in Kansas.  The 

organization chart of the lead staff also provided in 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

 and 

described qualifications and experience, including one project in Kansas.  This information also 

demonstrated  capability to adhere to standardized construction practices.  
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Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

 provided cost guarantee by the EPC.  The 

information provided for construction, which is discussed above under the construction criterion, 

was used to derive  qualifications for cost containment capability.  

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

 provided a list of previously completed projects, which 

indicated its ability to handle multiple projects simultaneously.  See 

qualification -  and 

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

 demonstrated its experience in 

.  

 listed the management experience of .  

 demonstrated 

capability to meet the schedule based on the list of previous projects. 

12. Existing ROW

Proposal 4 did not offer any existing ROWs to use for the Project. 
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Proposal 5 

1. Environmental

Proposal 5 provided very little specific information for the factors considered for this criterion.

A full description of the proposed routing, including location, identifying any barriers or

impediments to direct though, possible line crossings could be found in the response form -

.  No supporting documents were provided.  Proposal 5 outlined a plan to conduct required 

studies after receiving the NTC.  No comparison of other alternative routing option was 

provided.  No information regarding routing criteria used to determine the preferred routing 
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option was provided.  A plan and profile for the line was provided, and a brief explanation for 

the general layout of proposed line was provided.  There was no indication of consideration for 

line crossing, underbuild, etc. when considering routing alternatives.   Proposal 5 proposed 

performing a Class 1 (Desktop, Literature study) of the route for impacts to any cultural or 

historical locations, then apply to the Kansas State Historical Society for a review of the project 

route and data to determine if the project requires further studies under Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, specifically compliance to Section 106.  Other social 

impacts were not considered.   

No information was provided on the proposed route.   Proposal 5 consulted with the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service with respect to the threatened Lesser Prairie Chicken if suitable habitat was 

within the project boundary. 

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 5 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.   Proposal

5 and  performed a site visit to the proposed route location.  The team included

engineering, construction, permitting and right of way personnel and was used for the proposed

ROW acquisition plan.  The route map was not provided.  No supporting documents were

provided.  The routing was described in Question Response 1A.1 in the response form.

3. Procurement

Proposal 5 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

However, details on the procurement process; status of agreements with suppliers and

contractors, staffing and experience, contractor hiring status, procurement schedule, and risk

management were not provided.

4. Project scope

Proposal 5 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion, including

overall description, specification and materials, and work excluded.  Scope attachments: 1)

Project plan and profiles, 2) Typical structure arrangements

 and 3) Preliminary Major Materials List. 

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Environmental Complete 31-Dec-17 

Engineering Complete    31-Mar-18 

Procurement Complete   31-Aug-18 

Construction Complete   31-Dec-18 

In-Service Date 1-Jun-19

The project schedule was reasonable with a five-month float.  The schedule, in 

indicated essentially 3 phases.  The project schedule was not broken down into secondary 

activities and timeline as others did. 

Project management schedule – risk register 

Proposal 5 provided some information for evaluating this criterion.  Proposal 5 stated that during 

the RFP process, the team engaged a risk identification process as basis for a Quantitative and 

qualitative Risk Management approach for this project.  However, the project management risk 
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register, contingency plan, and dollars allocation for potential contingencies were not provided.  

Proposal 5 stated that the largest risks were in two main areas:  1) Failure to complete or succeed 

with the regulatory process by the required deadline and 2) timely completion of the 

environmental studies in a manner consistent with the requirements of the respective agencies 

develop and agreed mitigations and project specific requirements for construction.   Proposal 5 

did not provide information on other potential specific risks associated with finance and 

resources/labor. 

6. Construction

Proposal 5 provided some information for evaluating this criterion.  Proposal 5 stated it would

utilize a project management plan to control and manage all aspects of the Project.  The overall

aim of the processes, which were described in further detail in  in response to

question B.9, was to provide a project manager and leadership team.

 provided material inventory for the project.  

provided details of construction plan as well as track record and experience of construction. 

Resource requirements were identified. Resumes of key personnel in the construction and project 

management areas were provided. 

7. Commissioning

Proposal 5 stated it would perform several commissioning related tasks: 1) Complete testing of

fiber splices performed by Proposal 5 on the transmission line, 2) Walk down the transmission

line to ensure all structure grounds are complete, hardware assemblies, dampers and guy wires

(including anchors) are all installed correctly as designed, 3) Survey line construction for

clearance compliance, 4)

 and 5) Complete testing of fiber splices performed by 

Proposal 5 on the transmission line.  The proposed plan is reasonable. 

8. Timeframe to construct

Proposal 5 provided some information for some factors considered in evaluating this criterion.

. provided a summary of major items.  Construction schedule details were 

provided, which is reasonable in terms of meeting the in-service date, and included a 5-month 

float.  Qualifications could be derived from the information described under Item 6 above. 

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - ROW acquisition and permitting 

Proposal 5 stated that  have a proven track 

record of delivering transmission projects.  
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Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

 provided a list of previously completed projects.  

Additional information was derived from Item 6 above.   listed recently completed 

projects including information on schedules and cost containment experience.  

 This information also demonstrated the 

capability to adhere to standardized construction practices.  

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

 listed previously completed projects, which 

included information on capability to meet the schedule and budget.  This information 

demonstrated Proposal 5’s experience of cost containment performance on previous projects as 

well as project management, scheduling, and organizational capabilities.  This information was 

shown in the list of projects recently completed.  Risks associated with this category were not 

addressed. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

The capability to handle multiple projects was derived from the .

Proposal 5 has demonstrated the ability of handling multiple projects based on the track record

and experience of completing previous projects of similar and larger size.

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

Detail project schedule provided  provided a timeline for

primary and secondary activities.  Proposal 5 listed two options for end service date:  Dec 31,

2018 and May 31, 2019.  The earlier option would allow a five-month float in the schedule.

Also, Proposal 5 demonstrated an ability to meet the service by provide recently completed

projects

12. Existing ROW

Proposal 5 did not offer any existing ROW to use for the Project.
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Proposal 6 

1. Environmental

Proposal 6 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 6 identified environmental issues, such as potential T&E species/habitat,

archeological/historical, wetlands, streams, and houses nearby in

.  Nine routes were 

considered in detail and the preferred route  was selected based on a desktop 

study and a site visit.  The environmental permitting process was explained in 
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.   The timeline to address any potential 

issues was not elaborated, but the detail schedule provides the time line for primary activities 

associated with the environmental issues.  Mitigation measures were addressed in the supporting 

documents. The cost estimate for the mitigation measures was not provided.  Qualifications can 

be derived from the list of the previously completed projects.  A plan and profile for the line was 

provided, and a brief explanation for the general layout of the proposed line was provided, which 

could prove that Proposal 6’s proposed spotting of towers on the preferred would be possible 

after considerations of all site constraints.  Federal and State listed threatened and endangered 

species were considered as part of the route selection.  

2. Right-of-way acquisition

Proposal 6 provided information for some of the factors considered for this criterion.  Proposal 6

carried out the ROW acquisition study and execution plan, which included real estate

considerations and a property parcel study.  Proposal 6’s qualifications and experience were

derived from the list of previously completed projects.  The ROW acquisition study also

addressed real estate market considerations, ROW width footprint, clearance requirements, and

vegetation management.   provides a

detailed list of regulatory and other permits.

3. Procurement

Proposal 6 provided detail information for almost factors considered for this criterion.  The

response and  describe the procurement process and the status of

agreements with suppliers and contractors in general.  Proposal 6 provided staffing assignments,

personnel experience, and contractor hiring status.  Proposal 6 addressed the procurement

timeline as part of the project schedule, and risk management as part of the risk register in

4. Project scope

The response included the scope statement, which includes to design, finance, construct, own

and maintain a new 115 kV transmission line from the existing North Liberal Substation to the

existing Walkemeyer Substation.

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Regulatory Approvals Complete*  1/1/2017 

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of a Notice To Construct 

Right-of-Way Complete 10/10/2018 

Environmental Complete  12/6/2018 

Engineering Complete (issue drawings for construction)  9/12/2018 

Procurement Complete   2/11/2019

Construction Complete   5/9/2019 

In-Service Date     5/31/2019

The Project Schedule is described in 

.  While Proposal 6  has listed the 

latest possible finish dates, it is the intent of Proposal 6  to finish the project significantly 

earlier. There is a 10 months of float between the early finish and late finish in-service date. 
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 describes typical process and plan. No individuals assigned or resumes 

were provided. The schedule is considered reasonable.  Other pertinent detail information such 

as procurement and critical path analysis was provided.  See 

 provides a very detailed breakdown of activities 

and sub-activities.   provides critical path 

analysis.   provides major milestones.   

 provides risk analysis for construction and other activities. 

Project management schedule – risk register 

Proposal 6 has provided information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.  Proposal 

6 has submitted a Project Risk Register in .  The risks associated 

with the Project are identified in the Project Risk Register provided in  of the 

Proposal.  Risk register described contingencies, allocated amounts to address potential 

contingencies, and mitigation plan in  and 

. 

6. Construction

Proposal 6 provided information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.  This

information demonstrated Proposal 6’s ability to meet the service date demonstrated and its

construction schedule contained adequate float in the schedule.  Proposal 6 provided a list of

completed projects.  describes Proposal 6’s capability and

experience.

While Proposal 6 has listed the latest possible finish dates, Proposal 6 stated to finish the Project 

significantly earlier.  There is a float of ten months between the early finish and late finish in-

service date.  See for reference 

 and  describes typical 

process. 

7. Commissioning

Proposal 6 provided some information for some of the factors considered for this criterion.  The

commissioning requirements for the Project are identified in  of

Proposal 6’s proposal.  Proposal 6 expects to establish the commissioning requirements and

processes required by the interconnecting substation owners as part of the Transmission

Interconnecting Agreement, as stated in the   Proposal 6 also

provided information on field testing, a commissioning plan, a process description, and a plan to

coordinate with the substation owners.

8. Timeframe to construct

Proposal 6 has provided some information for some of the factors considered for this criterion,

including a breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase, the allocated

timelines for each primary activity, and a project schedule that includes 10-months float, as

explained in  and   

.  Risk register and critical path analysis documents 

provided by Proposal 6. 

The major schedule milestones are listed below. 
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Regulatory Approvals Complete  1/1/2017 

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of a Notice To Construct 

Right-of-Way Complete 10/10/2018 

Environmental Complete 12/6/2018 

Engineering Complete (issue drawings for construction) 9/12/2018 

Procurement Complete   2/11/2019 

Construction Complete   5/9/2019 

In-Service Date     5/31/2019

See for reference 

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - Right of way acquisition and permitting – 

Proposal 6’s experience and track record in the ROW and permitting process area can be derived 

from the list of completed projects provided in files

. Also, 

. Also, file  

 lists extent of qualifications and experience in R/W acquisition 

and permitting.   Proposal 6 provided an organization chart, but did not 

provide staff assignments. 

. 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

Proposal 6 on behalf of Proposal 6 (as more fully described in its proposal) has extensive 

experience managing all aspects of a transmission line project including construction project 

management as described in  and 

 of its proposal.  In addition,  of the proposal provided specific 

examples of transmission projects that Proposal 6 has managed over the last few years or is 

currently managing. ;  describes 

construction methods described.  describes the capability and 

experience.  Proposal 6 did not provide information on individuals or their resumes who would 

be assigned to the Project.  Proposal 6 demonstrated its capability to maintain on time schedule 

and cost containment.  

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Proposal 6 provided information demonstrating its experience with 115 kV line installation. 

demonstrates its capability to contain project cost. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

Proposal 6’s ability to handle multiple projects can be derived from

 and 

, which lists previously completed projects.  

11.Ability to meet the latest in-service date

 describes the capability and experience, which can be used to 

derive the ability to meet the latest in-service date for the Project.  Also, the proposed project 
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schedule has a float of eight months, which is deemed adequate to meet potential contingencies. 

 describes atypical construction process. 

12.Existing Right-of-Way

Proposal 6 did not offer any existing ROW to use for the Project.
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Proposal 7 

1. Environmental

Proposal 7 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. Proposal

7 used an environmental criterion throughout the process of route selection.  This is shown in

document .  The proposed route considered the environmental impact.  The

potential environmental issues, such as T&E species/habitat, archeological/historical, wetlands,

streams, etc. were considered in coming up with the preferred route out of five routes.  The

environmental permitting process was described.  The timeline to address any potential issues

was not provided, but the schedule covered some primary activities for this criterion.  The

Project Management 

Criteria Subcriteria Score

1) Environmental 12

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 16

3) Procurement 15

4) Project Scope 15

5A)Project Schedule 15

5B)Risk register 7.5

6) Construction 15

7) Commissioning 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 15
9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

10

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

10

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
7.5

10) Ability to handle multiple

projects under construciton 
4

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

10

12) Existing right-of-way that can

be used for this project 
0

Scoring category 

total:
155

5) Project Development Schedule

9) Experience/Track Record
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preferred route was developed using a desktop study only; a site visit was not made.  Mitigation 

measures were described, but cost estimation for addressing environmental issues was not 

provided.  Specific qualifications to identify and address environmental issues were not 

provided, but the list of previously completed projects demonstrated the qualifications including 

experience in Kansas.  The preferred route was 22.6miles and crossed 1 existing 115kV 

transmission line.  The route selection was shown in   Additionally, a plan-

profile was provided to show the locations of poles on the preferred route.  This was shown in 

document .  The proposed route considered 

railroads crossed, U.S. highways crossed, 69kV transmission lined crossed, 115kV transmission 

lines crossed, distribution lines crossed, distance parallel to existing transmission, and 

distribution underbuilds.  The proposed line on the preferred route would cross 13 distribution 

lines.  Comparison of alternative routes was provided, where routing criteria was used to 

determine the preferred route.  

 and  provided relevant information for evaluating 

this category. The preferred route is reasonable. 

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 7 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. The

proposed plan for ROW acquisition appeared to be reasonable.  Proposal 7 provided the ROW

acquisition study and the execution plan, which included real estate considerations. Proposal 7

indicated that  would carry out the detailed ROW study and execution, however

qualifications of  were not provided.  The real estate market study was not done.

ROW width footprint, clearance requirements, and vegetation management were addressed.

Proposal 7 indicated that less than 5% of the ROW would require tree clearances and the

proposed route had very little, if any, vegetation management required, as described in document

.  

 The route selection criteria and comparison 

was described in the  report. 

3. Procurement

The procurement process was described briefly in the response form, which appeared to be

reasonable.  The status of agreements with suppliers and contractors was not provided, but would

leverage on Proposal 7’s procurement process and suppliers.  The staffing and resumes

associated with the procurement process were not provided.  The procurement schedule was

addressed as part of the project schedule; however, risk factors associated with procurement were

not addressed.

4. Project scope

Proposal 7 would construct an approximately 22.6 mile single circuit 115kV line from the North

Liberal Substation located in Seward County, Kansas to the Walkemeyer station located in

Stevens County, Kansas.

 would 

provide the maintenance and operations functions after the line was in service. 

5A-B. Project development schedule 
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  Proposal 7  projected the 

process of obtaining needed regulatory approvals would be achieved within the 6-month deadline 

of January 1, 2017 established by SPP.  The route study that was completed during the bid 

process would be updated to reflect any new information and used as part of the regulatory 

submission process. 

The ROW acquisition would commence upon receiving needed approvals from the KCC.  This 

process, with the exception of any potential condemnation settlements, was projected to be 

completed within a year (by the fall of 2017).   If condemnation were necessary, the resolution of 

those settlements may not be concluded until the fall of 2018. 

The proposed project schedule was considered reasonable, which included a five-month float 

from construction finish to in-service date 

Project management schedule – Risk Register 

Proposal 7 provided some information for evaluating this criterion.  However, the project 

management risk register, contingency plan, and dollars allocation for potential contingencies 

were not provided.  A list of major risks provided, which included change in project route, ROW 

and land acquisition, timing delays for regulatory approvals, weather, and other unexpected 

events.  Analysis of potential specific risks associated with finance, resources/labor etc. was not 

provided.  

6. Construction

Proposal 7 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion, which

was considered reasonable.  The construction management process was described in the

 report.  

  However, an organization chart for the 

construction project management as well as staff assignment and resumes of key personnel 

assigned to work on the project was not provided.  The  documents the list 

of previously completed projects, which established the track record on project construction 

  Adherence to standardized construction 

practices could be derived from the project list.  However, information required to assess other 

factors associated with construction such as construction quality assurance and control, safety, 

material storage yards, and a plan for look-ahead schedule was not provided.  

would carry out the construction for Proposal 7.   provided its construction 

qualifications.  A detailed project schedule was provided 

. 

7. Commissioning

Proposal 7 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion, which

was considered reasonable.  The commissioning process was described in the response form.
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8. Timeframe to construct

Proposal 7 provided the construction schedule in  document.

Breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase and associated timeline

is reasonable with a float of about seven months.

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - Right of way acquisition and permitting 

Proposal 7 listed recently completed projects 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

The construction experience could be derived from   A 

list of projects by  also was provided.  However, staff assignment for this Project and 

their resumes were not provided.   Construction project management processes were described 

which estimated the number of crew requirement for various construction activities.

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Information related to the ability to contain cost was not provided.  Therefore, information on 

qualifications and construction management experience was used for evaluating this criterion. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

No specific information was provided. But, information provided on track record, experience,

and the number of completed projects in the recent past was used for evaluating this criterion.

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

The schedule provided by Proposal 7 indicated a seven-month float, which was considered

reasonable to meet the latest in-service date for the Project.

12. Existing ROW

Proposal 7 did not offer any existing ROW to use for the Project.
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Proposal 8 

1. Environmental

Proposal 8 provided some specific information for the factors considered for this criterion.  The

report included identification and potential impacts as 

well as mitigation measures associated with the major environmental issues to be addressed with 

the proposed route, such, potential T&E species/habitat, archeological/historical, wetlands, and 

streams.  The preferred route was selected with a criterion to minimize environmental issues.  

The environmental permitting process also was described in this report.  The timeline to address 

Project Management 

Criteria Subcriteria Score

1) Environmental 12

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 12

3) Procurement 15

4) Project Scope 15

5A)Project Schedule 15

5B)Risk register 7.5

6) Construction 10

7) Commissioning 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 20
9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

2.5

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

5

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
2.5

10) Ability to handle multiple

projects under construciton 
2

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

7.5

12) Existing right-of-way that can

be used for this project 
0

Scoring category 

total:
129

9) Experience/Track Record

5) Project Development Schedule
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any potential issues was not provided but can be derived from the main schedule.  A site visit 

was not made, and the environmental study results were based on a desktop study.  The 

mitigation measures and cost estimation to mitigate such issues were not described. The 

qualifications cannot be derived because a list of previously completed projects was not provided 

(only one project listed, which was completed in 2008).  

The preferred route was 22.5 miles and crosses 1 existing 115kV transmission line.  The route 

selection was shown in .  A route criterion was used for the 

selection process.  The preferred route avoided 115kV line crossing.  Other distribution line 

crossings and road crossings would be addressed during detailed design.  Comparison of 

alternative routes was provided, where routing criteria were used to determine the preferred 

route.  Three routes were considered described the .  The 

wildlife, vegetation, and land used were considered.  Proposal 8 engaged a contractor to conduct 

a "Lesser Prairie-Chicken Habitat assessment" for the proposed study area.  

 also described the cultural /historical issues.  The 

implementation procedure and mitigation planning were specified to minimize the impact on the 

different land users within the study area.  Additionally, the land use and community impacts 

were considered. 

The environmental studies conducted were documented in 

. 

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 8 has provided specific information for some factors considered for this category.

contractor would support the ROW acquisition activities for Proposal 8.   provided 

a project plan for ROW acquisition, and would act as a liaison between the construction 

management and land owners.  The number of easements to be acquired were identified.  Real 

estate market study was briefly conducted.  

  Information on clearance requirement and vegetation management was 

not provided.  Desktop terrain analysis was conducted .  Three 

routes were considered, and preferred route was established.  No site visit was made.   Proposed 

route’s environmental impact was described in .  Proposal 8 

stated that the likelihood of encountering species along the construction route was very low due 

to the majority of adjacent land being cultivated farmland and not a critical habitat for most 

native species.  Of particular concern within the Study Area was the Lesser Prairie Chicken.   

Lesser Prairie Chicken habitat had been inventoried and categorized in previous habitat 

assessments provided by Proposal 8.  Proposal 8 stated that based on the results of this habitat 

review, the preferred route was wholly contained within the lowest valued Lesser Prairie 

Chicken Habitat (CHAT 4).   The list of projects completed was 

not provided.  There was no evidence or clarification if any clearing would be required for the 

proposed route.   

3. Procurement
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Proposal 8 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  Proposal 

8 briefly described the procurement process.  Proposal 8 did not provide procurement 

qualifications or the status of agreements with suppliers and contractors.   Information on 

staffing, experience, and contractor hiring status was not provided.  The procurement timeline 

was provided as part of the project schedule.  The procurement risk was not described.  The 

proposed procurement process is reasonable. 

4. Project scope

Proposal 8 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  Proposal

8 proposed to develop, construct, finance, own, operate and maintain 22.5 miles of a new 115-kV

transmission line between the Walkemeyer and North Liberal substations.  Proposed activities

required to bring the Project into service include routing, siting, surveying, land owner outreach,

easement acquisition, engineering, procurement, construction, testing, and maintenance.

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Milestone Description Milestone Date 

Project Kick-off & Orientation Meeting:  May 10, 2016 

Project Development:  Initiate title searches, landowner contact research, initiate land valuation 

study update, initiate right-of-entry (ROE) preparation: May 10, 2016 

ROE acquisition/meetings with landowners:  May 11, 2016 

Survey field reconnaissance:  May 11, 2016 

Begin title review, document preparation, and contact reporting: May 11, 2016 

Initiate landowner easement negotiation meeting:  May 31, 2016 

Construction kick-off meeting:  February 15, 2018 

Staking of ROW:  March 1, 2018 

Start Access Roads:  March 2, 2018 

Easement acquisition complete:  September 26, 2016 

Material Yard operational and mobilization complete: March 15, 2018 

Start Material Deliveries to the ROW:  May 9, 2018 

Structure setting complete:  August 3, 2018 

Conductor and OPGW installation complete:  October 10, 2018 

Complete construction of Transmission Line:  October 24, 2018 

Restoration, damage settlements and releases:  November 7, 2018 

Project completion and file close out:  November 7, 2018 

Planned In Service Date (Planned ISD):  November 8, 2018 

Required In Service Date (Required ISD):  June 1, 2019 

The Project schedule appeared reasonable.  A seven-month float from construction finish to in-

service date (project schedule document).  Proposal 8 provided specific information for some 

factors considered for this category. 

Project management – risk management 

Proposal 8 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  Proposal 

8 identified risks associated with routing, environmental issues, and construction.  A formal risk 

analysis was not conducted, and a risk register was not provided.  Contingency plan/dollars were 

not allocated.  Proposal 8 would obtain insurance coverage for the Project covering performance 

guarantees, negligence, casualty and property, which would ensure minimal risk exposure to the 

ratepayers.  Proposal 8 indicated it would do everything to minimize the risk.  
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6. Construction

Proposal 8 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  Proposal 

8 provided a generic project management organization chart with titles only; no specifics to the 

Project. Specific personnel were not assigned, and resumes/qualifications were not provided 

  Construction window of about 9 months with planned 

completion date 11/8/2018 with a float of about 7 months, which is reasonable.  Also, detail 

information on construction was provided in the project execution plan.pdf report.   

Construction kick-off meeting:  February 15, 2018 

Staking of ROW:  March 1, 2018 

Start Access Roads:  March 2, 2018 

Easement acquisition complete:  September 26, 2016 

Material Yard operational and mobilization complete: March 15, 2018 

Start Material Deliveries to the ROW:  May 9, 2018 

Structure setting complete:  August 3, 2018 

Conductor and OPGW installation complete:  October 10, 2018 

Complete construction of Transmission Line:  October 24, 2018 

Restoration, damage settlements and releases:  November 7, 2018 

Project completion and file close out:  November 7, 2018 

Planned In Service Date (Planned ISD):  November 8, 2018 

Required In Service Date (Required ISD):  June 1, 2019 

7. Commissioning

Proposal 8 provided generic information for this criterion, but nothing specific to the Project.

Proposal 8 described the commissioning process by listing  business practices 

manuals that it would adhere to.  Coordination requirements with end-station owners was not

described.

8. Timeframe to construct

Construction kick-off meeting: February 15, 2018 

Staking of ROW: March 1, 2018 

Start Access Roads: March 2, 2018 

Easement acquisition complete: September 26, 2016 

Material Yard operational and mobilization complete: March 15, 2018 

Start Material Deliveries to the ROW: May 9, 2018 

Structure setting complete: August 3, 2018 

Conductor and OPGW installation complete: October 10, 2018 

Complete construction of Transmission Line: October 24, 2018 

Restoration, damage settlements and releases: November 7, 2018 

Project completion and file close out: November 7, 2018 

Planned in Service Date (Planned ISD): November 8, 2018 

Required in Service Date (Required ISD): June 1, 2019 

A breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase was provided.  The 

allocated timelines for primary activities and a float of 7 months looked reasonable.  
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9A-C. Experience and Track Record - ROW and permitting 

 contractor would support the ROW acquisition activities for Proposal 8.  provided 

a project plan for ROW acquisition.   or Proposal 8's experience and track record for 

ROW acquisition was not provided.  The response form item refers to Attachment 

 for a listing of previous project experience 

of Proposal 8’s affiliates  However, this 

attachment included such information for only one project. 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

Proposal 8  listed previous 

project experience of Proposal 8’s affiliates 

Proposal 8 would leverage best practices from the construction project management expertise of 

its affiliates. However, the only project listed was carried out in 2008.  A list of specific projects 

in the recent past was not provided that could be used to evaluate Proposal 8’s track record and 

construction management experience.  An organization chart or resumes of the staff specific to 

the Project was not provided. 

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Proposal 8 listed only one previously completed project in  Qualification and 

experience of the staff to gauge the track record was not provided. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

Proposal 8 did not provide information for the factors considered for this criterion.

No information was provided to gauge its track record to handle multiple projects.

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

The project schedule appeared reasonable with a float of 7 months.  A list of previously

completed projects was not provided to demonstrate capability to meet the in-service date.

12. Existing Right-of-Way

Proposal 8 did not offer any existing ROW for use in the Project.
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Proposal 9 

1. Environmental

Proposal 9 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.  A

detail desktop study was performed including mitigation for E & T species (route selection

study). A list of anticipated permits was provided. The  provides the 

preferred route.  The preferred route selection was based on a desktop study and site visit.

Mitigation measures were addressed, but the cost estimate was not provided.

Project Management  

Criteria Subcriteria Score

1) Environmental 16

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 16

3) Procurement 15

4) Project Scope 15

5A)Project Schedule 15

5B)Risk register 7.5

6) Construction 20

7) Commissioning 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 20
9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

10

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

10

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
7.5

10) Ability to handle multiple

projects under construciton 
3

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

10

12) Existing right-of-way that can

be used for this project 
0

Scoring category 

total:
168

5) Project Development Schedule

9) Experience/Track Record
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Proposal 9 stated that the overall impact of each alternative route has been greatly reduced by 

avoiding, to the greatest extent possible, such constraints as cemeteries, historic sites, 

archeological sites, homes, wetlands, endangered or threatened species habitat, and by using or 

paralleling existing compatible ROW, property lines, and roadways, where possible. 

.  Proposal 9 provided resumes and 

qualifications. 

2. Right-of-way acquisition

Proposal 9 has provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this category.

 in the response form mentions that there are few trees in the project area and ROW clearing 

will be minimal.  Tree clearing is required, and consideration is given in the routing criteria in 

" " and in  for the 

impact on the environment. Qualifications, staff assignments, and resumes were provided for the 

lead staff.  

.  Proposal 9 provided resumes and qualifications. 

3. Procurement

Proposal 9 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.  Proposal

9 provided information on the procurement process/plan as part of its response.   Also, the status

of agreements with suppliers and contractors (names, qualifications, and resumes of designated

contractors) was provided.  The procurement schedule as part of the overall schedule, was

considered reasonable.  The risk management for procurement was not addressed.

4. Project scope

The project scope involves a new 115 kV single-circuit transmission overhead line

approximately 22.5 miles long in southwestern Kansas traveling from the existing Walkemeyer

Substation to the existing N. Liberal Substation.  The scope includes siting, environmental,

permitting, ROW analysis and acquisition, engineering, financing, procurement, and project and

construction management, as well as operation and maintenance.

5A-B.Project Development Schedule 

Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of this NTC 

Right-of-Way Complete    4/25/17 

Environmental Complete   4/10/18 

Engineering Complete    10/09/17 

Procurement Complete    12/20/18 

Construction Complete    05/31/19    or       6/1/18         

Proposal 9 provided a summary schedule as show above and a detailed schedule.    It showed the 

primary activities required to obtain regulatory approvals, permitting and licensing activities, 

ROW and siting activities, engineering and design, and construction.  The total duration is 

approximately 38 months, as shown in 
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.  Proposal 9 also included an advanced in-service date schedule that shows 

the transmission line in service a year earlier by 6/1/2018.  However, the proposed schedule has 

no float to cover potential contingencies. 

Project management schedule 

–  

Proposal 9 did not provide a formal risk register.  However, eight major risks were considered as 

shown above, and a mitigation plan proposed as part of its response. 

6. Construction

Proposal 9 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 9 demonstrated its capability to meet the schedule from the list of previous projects.

Proposal 9 and its designated contractors provided organization chart, staff assignments and

resumes of the lead staff for this Project.

Proposal 9 stated that it is collaborating with  and its 

affiliates to deliver the most cost-effective solution that meets or exceeds all project 

specifications.  was selected because of its physical presence in the region, a 

reputation for performing quality work, and its ability to respond effectively to operational 

issues.  An overview of each affiliate is provided in  of this proposal response. 

7. Commissioning

Proposal 9 provided specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. Proposal

9 stated that prior to placing the Project into service, it would apply its rigid construction

commissioning process.  The process includes performing a visual inspection of every item on

the Project to ensure proper installation.  The optical ground wire (OPGW) also would be tested

to confirm that it is installed and spliced properly to allow end-to-end communications.  Proposal

9 would complete its detailed transmission line commissioning checklist before the line was

placed into service.  This checklist is provided as

8. Timeframe to construct

Risk 

Item 

No.

Identified Risk 

Category
Detailed Risk Event Description

1 Engineering Route Changes

2 Land ROW Acquisition

3 Construction Weather

4 Construction Substation and Line Changes

5 Permitting US Fish and Wildlife

6 Construction Labor Availability

8 Stakeholders Local Interests & Political Issues
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Regulatory Approvals Complete* 1/1/2017 or a period of 8 months from the issuance of this 

NTC 

Right-of-Way Complete 4/25/17 

Environmental Complete  4/10/18 

Engineering Complete   10/09/17 

Procurement Complete   12/20/18 

Construction Complete   05/31/19 

Proposal 9 provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this category. The 

breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase, the reasonableness of the 

allocated timelines for each primary activity.  However, no float with the proposed schedule.  

Proposal 9 also included an advanced in-service date schedule that would put the transmission 

line into service by 6/1/2018, with a float of one year.  See 

 for details. 

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - Right of way acquisition and permitting 

Proposal 9 provided a list of previously completed projects and an organization chart staff with 

detailed resumes of the lead staff.  Proposal 9 is collaborating with 

.  Proposal 9 stated that  was selected because of its physical presence in the 

region, a reputation for performing quality work, and its ability to respond effectively to 

operational issues.  An overview of each  affiliate is provided in  of 

this proposal response.  See for reference:  

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

Proposal 9 is collaborating with  and its affiliates.   was selected 

because of its physical presence in the region, a reputation for performing quality work, and its 

ability to respond effectively to operational issues.  An overview of each affiliate is provided in 

 of this proposal response. 

Proposal 9 demonstrated its track record and experience in construction management by 

providing a list of previously completed projects, qualifications and experience of contractors, 

organization chart, staff assignment and resumes.  Proposal 9 and 

. have executed a contract to work together to provide construction 

project management services for the Project.  Both companies have extensive experience and 

track records in successfully executing a wide variety of transmission projects, including those 

similar to the North Liberal-Walkemeyer 115 kV transmission line.  The roles of each party are 

depicted in the Project Organization Chart included as  and their respective 

experience and track record are provided.    

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Proposal 9 provided a list of recently completed projects, but did not provide information on cost 

containment.  However, Proposal 9 has demonstrated project management and scheduling 
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organizations and capabilities by providing experience of key individuals, an organization chart, 

and identification of project risks and mitigation. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

A list of completed projects was provided which demonstrated Proposal 9s’ ability to handle

multiple projects.  See for reference,

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

Proposal 9 provided a list of previously competed projects, which demonstrated its capability to

meet in-service dates.  Proposal 9 also provided an organization chart, staffing assignments, and

resumes of its lead staff, which also demonstrated its ability to meet the in service date.

12. Existing ROW

Proposal 9 did not offer any existing ROWs to use for the Project.
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Proposal 10 

1. Environmental

Proposal 10 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

The preferred route is 22.5 miles, crosses 1 existing 115kV transmission line and 15 distribution

lines.  The preferred route is shown in .  The selection process was discussed in the

response form.  Supporting information and comparison of alternative routes was not provided.

Proposal 10 took into consideration utility pipelines, transmission lines and distribution lines,

road ROW width, location of road within the ROW, location of existing trees, potential for

Project Management 

Criteria Subcriteria Score

1) Environmental 12

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 12

3) Procurement 15

4) Project Scope 15

5A)Project Schedule 20

5B)Risk register 7.5

6) Construction 15

7) Commissioning 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 20
9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

7.5

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

7.5

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
7.5

10) Ability to handle multiple

projects under construciton 
3

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

7.5

12) Existing right-of-way that can

be used for this project 
0

Scoring category 

total:
152.5

5) Project Development Schedule

9) Experience/Track Record
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impacts to future developments, land use, social impact, and underbuilds, etc. in its response 

form.   

 show the preliminary proposed 

route.   provides the plan and profile 

for the proposed route.  The Identification of environmental issues to be addressed was briefly 

described in the response form.  The information on the number of potential routes considered 

was not provided. The timeline to address any potential issues was not provided.  A site visit was 

not made. Mitigation measures were mentioned briefly in the response form, and the cost 

estimate to address potential environmental issues was not provided.  The qualifications to 

identify and address environmental issues could be derived from the list of the completed 

projects.  

2. ROW acquisition

Proposal 10 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

 shows the preliminary proposed 

route.   provides the plan and profile 

for the proposed route.  A ROW acquisition study and execution plan were not provided.  There 

is limited information on these factors in the response form. 

3. Procurement

Proposal 10 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

The procurement process and the status of agreements with suppliers and contractors was

described in the response form.  However, an organization chart and staffing/resumes were not

provided. The procurement schedule was included as part of the project schedule.

4. Project scope

Proposal 10 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

The scope would include construction of approximately 22.5 miles of new 115 kV transmission

line from the North Liberal Substation to the Walkemeyer Substation with a minimum ampacity

of 1200 A.  The response included the project scope statement.

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Regulatory Approvals Complete*  1/1/2017  

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of a Notice To Construct 

Right-of-Way Complete 2/1/2019 

Environmental Complete 2/1/2019 

Engineering Complete    10/11/2016 

Procurement Complete    6/18/2018 

Construction Complete    9/17/2018

In-Service Date     6/1/2019 

Proposal 10 stated that the project schedule provided in  was considered realistic 

and achievable.  The schedule was based on input from construction contractors, vendors, and 

subject matter experts. It also was based on recent development and construction experience, 

including the specific implementation plan for the Project.  The ability to meet the schedule is 

supported by  track record in completing engineering, permitting, and construction of 
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other large greenfield energy projects, including high-voltage transmission lines, coal-fired 

generation, natural gas-fired generation, and solar generation.  

The planned schedule allows construction to be completed before winter in 2018.  The targeted 

in-service date of October 1, 2018 is eight months ahead of the required in-service date. 

Therefore, the proposed schedule included ample project float if any risks described in response 

to question 2A.9 resulted in delay.    

Project management schedule – risk management 

Proposal 10 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion. 

Proposal 10 provided a risk register, but the response described potential risks and mitigation 

measures only for schedule, weather, material, and regulatory permits.  Analysis of potential 

risks specific to the Project associated with regulatory permits, right-of-way acquisition and 

environmental permitting, finance, schedule, resources/labor was not conducted. 

Proposal 10 identified other minor risks that could be partially or fully mitigated through its 

schedule and execution approach, including permits, labor issues, vandalism, theft, coordination 

with SPP, and inability to obtain outages, etc.       

6. Construction

Proposal 10 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

 listed recently completed projects.   also demonstrated the capability 

to meet the in-service date.  However, an organization chart, staff assignments, and experience of 

the lead staff were not provided.  

7. Commissioning

Proposal 10 provided some specific information for some factors considered for this criterion.

Proposal 10 would perform end-to-end fiber testing and end-to-end phasing verification.

Proposal 10 also would verify that the grounding at each structure meets lightning performance

requirements.   Prior to energization, visual inspection of the line would be performed to ensure

all contractor safety grounding is removed.   contains the testing and

commissioning specification used for commissioning for this Line including end-to-end testing,

the scope of which is far beyond what will be required for this 115 kV transmission-line only

project.

8. Timeframe to construct

Regulatory Approvals Complete*  1/1/2017  

or a period of 8 months from the issuance of a Notice To Construct 

Right-of-Way Complete 2/1/2019 

Environmental Complete 2/1/2019 

Engineering Complete    10/11/2016 

Procurement Complete    6/18/2018 

Construction Complete    9/17/2018

In-Service Date     6/1/2019 

See 
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The track record can be derived from the  which includes a list of 

recently completed projects.  The list also states whether each completed project was on schedule 

and on budget.  A breakdown of primary activities associated with the construction phase was 

included. The timelines for each primary activity was considered reasonable as well as the 8-

month float.   

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - Right of way acquisition and permitting 

 lists recently completed projects which were used to assess 

Proposal 10’s experience and track record for ROW acquisition and securing permits.  Proposal 

10 listed  No organization chart or staff assignments with resumes were 

provided. 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

 lists previously completed projects, including information of 

targeted and actual schedule and budget status.  This information demonstrated Proposal 10’s 

capability to adhere to standardized construction practices.  No organization chart or staff 

assignments with resumes were provided. 

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

 lists previously completed projects and cost containment 

performance experience.  This information demonstrated Proposal 10’s project management and 

scheduling and organizational capabilities.  No organization chart or staff assignments with 

resumes were provided. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

The ability to handle multiple projects simultaneously could be derived from

which lists previously completed projects.

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

 lists previously completed projects, which was used to assess Proposal 10’s 

ability to meet the latest in-service date.  Also, the detail project schedule indicates a float of 

eight months in the construction schedule, which is considered reasonable to address any 

potential contingencies.    

12. Existing Right-of-Way

Proposal 10 did not offer any existing ROW to use for the Project.
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Proposal 11 

1. Environmental

Proposal 11 has provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion,

which appeared to be reasonable.  Proposal 11 examined environmentally sensitive areas by

reviewing the publicly available data and making a site visit.  Historic and archaeological sites

and land use pattern were examined by reviewing the publicly available data and a detailed

planning was proposed to deal with this during the execution stage.  Environmental issues were

addressed  based on the desktop study and site visit.

Project Management 

Criteria Subcriteria Score

1) Environmental 16

2) Rights-of-way-Acquisition 16

3) Procurement 15

4) Project Scope 15

5A)Project Schedule 15

5B)Risk register 7.5

6) Construction 15

7) Commissioning 3

8) Timeframe to Construct 15
9A) R/W acquisition 

and permitting 

experience 

10

9B) T-line 

construction 

management 

experience 

10

9C) Cost 

containment ability 

and experience 
7.5

10) Ability to handle multiple

projects under construciton 
7.5

11) Ability to meet the latest in-

service date, such as adequate 

float(s) in the schedule 

7.5

12) Existing right-of-way that can

be used for this project 
0

Scoring category 

total:
160

5) Project Development Schedule

9) Experience/Track Record
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 Transmission line crossings, and oil infrastructures were identified.   from 

a local distribution company to support local operations.   describes 

environmental issues to be identified. Seven routes were considered. The preferred route offered 

with an intent to minimize environmental issues.  Environmental permitting process was 

described.  A timeline was provided for addressing potential issues.  A site visit was made.  

Mitigation measures for potential environmental issues were described, although no cost 

estimation to mitigate such issues was provided.  Potential risks with environmental issues were 

discussed.  The qualifications of the contractors can be derived from the list of projects 

completed dealing with the environmental issues.  Also, the proposal included 

 and  qualifications, which would do the 

environmental studies and mitigation. 

2. Right-of-way acquisition

Proposal 11 has provided specific information for almost all factors considered for this criterion,

which appeared to be reasonable.  Proposal 11 would hire  and  for ROW and

environmental studies and execution.  Proposal 11 proposed a 22.6-mile line, which crosses two

existing 115kV lines owned and operated by a different owner.  The line would cross 6

distribution lines, and a portion would run parallel to a distribution line.  A total of 3 different

stakeholders own these concerned distribution lines and only 1 letter of support from the

was submitted in the bid.  With the exception of 1 mile of access road, the 

ROW would be accessed from existing county line roads.  Complete ground clearing and 

grubbing and tree clearing requirements were taken into account.   

Property parcel study was carried out    and 

qualifications documents were provided, as mentioned above.  

Real estate market information or a study were not provided. The  and 

 document the execution plan and the route impact analysis.  Real estate 

considerations were taken into account in selecting the preferred route.  A property parcel study 

and the real estate market study were carried out.  These studies addressed the ROW width 

footprint, clearance requirements, and vegetation management.  The preferred route primarily 

traversed rural agricultural lands, requiring no tree clearing and minimizing crossing of native 

prairie chicken area.  The preferred route map was provided. A site visit was made and 

observations from the site visit were reflected in the selection process.  Four oil pipeline crossing 

identified under the preferred route. ROW would be required from approximately 66 parcels 

owned by 44 landowners.  The properties are primarily agriculture, either irrigated or non-

irrigated and four residential properties are potentially impacted.  

3. Procurement

Proposal 11 designated  as its EPC contractor for the Project.  Proposal 11 would use 

 for procurement and construction. The procurement plan and process described in the 

.  Proposal 11 and  would work together in procurement and 

leverage on Proposal 11's established processes, tools and suppliers.  The status of agreements 

with suppliers and contractors was mentioned but not provided.  Staffing and experience 

information for procurement was not provided.  The contractor hiring status was not discussed.  

The procurement schedule was covered as part of the main schedule.  The risk management, 

monitoring and control, and closure associated with procurement were not discussed.  

qualifications and experience were provided in 
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4. Project scope

Project scope information was provided, which basically followed the SPP RFP requirements.

Proposal 11 proposed to design, construct, own, operate, and maintain 22.6 miles of new 115 kV

transmission line that would connect to the existing Walkemeyer Substation.  Proposal 11 stated

that the project would be designed and constructed in accordance with SPP’s minimum technical

standards, Proposal 11's requirements for quality, safety and reliability,

 the FERC Code of Conduct, and all federal, state and local codes.  The scope appeared 

to be reasonable. 

5A-B. Project development schedule 

Key estimated milestones of the proposed project schedule include: 

Task Date  Expected Latest Date 

Regulatory Approvals Complete:  10/27/2016 01/01/2017 

Right-of-Way Complete:  12/11/2017 03/01/2018 

Environmental Complete:  09/21/2018 09/30/2018 

Engineering Complete:  04/12/2018 05/31/2018 

Procurement Complete: 09/26/2018 09/30/2018 

Construction Complete:  04/26/2019 05/31/2019 

In-Service Date:  05/20/2019 06/01/2019 

Project schedule appeared reasonable.  Two months’ float from construction to Finish to in-

service date (project schedule document) is not considered adequate. 

Project management schedule – Risk Management 

Proposal 11 briefly described potential risks:  ROW acquisition, regulatory permit, 

environmental, crossing of 115 kV line, and weather.  A formal risk register was not provided.  

Also, no information of contingency plan/dollar allocated.  However, mitigation measures were 

addressed and reflected in the schedule. Information on potential risks associated with finance, 

resources/labor/ contractor was not provided. 

6. Construction

Proposal 11 has provided some specific information for some factors considered for this

criterion, which appeared to be reasonable. Proposal 11 construction project management

process was described.  Organization chart provided.  Resumes of key personnel assigned to

work on the project were provided.  Resumes indicated capable and experienced personnel.

Capability (resume) of contractors also was provided. (Project summary, project management

schedule and project management documents.)

Proposal 11 designated EPC contractor  qualifications and experience were provided in 

.  Construction crew/labor resources were identified.  The assigned staff had 

experience of over five years -  

7. Commissioning

Proposal 11 would use company's standardized commissioning procedure, which was described

in the  report in detail.  Nothing specifically mentioned about the

Project.
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8. Timeframe to construct

Detail project schedule provided.  Construction to start 9/26/2018 and will take 8 months after

procurement, permitting and ROW acquisition. Breakdown of primary activities associated with

the construction phase provided; reasonableness of the allocated timelines for each primary

activity - looks reasonable, but only a float of about 2 months.

9A-C. Experience and Track Record - ROW acquisition and permitting 

Proposal 11 provided information on track record, expertise, capability experience with ROW 

acquisition and permitting process.  List of previously completed projects and resumes of the 

assigned staff by  and  contractors also were provided 

  Organization chart and resumes of the assigned staff were provided. 

Experience and Track Record - T. construction management experience 

Information was provided on track record, expertise, capability experience, and the number of 

completed projects.  List of projects and resumes of the assigned staff was provided 

. Proposal 11 designated EPC contractor qualifications and experience 

were provided in 

Experience and Track Record - Cost containment ability and experience 

Experience and track record of previous projects were provided.  But, information on cost 

containment experience from the previous projects could not be derived.   Proposal 11 

designated EPC contractor  qualifications and experience were provided in 

. 

10. Ability to handle multiple construction projects simultaneously

No specific information was provided.  However, information was provided on track record,

experience, and the number of completed projects, which was used to evaluate this factor.   It

appeared that Proposal 11 has the expertise and capability to handle construction of multi

projects simultaneously, based on the information provided.

11. Ability to meet the latest in-service date

Detail project schedule was provided, which appeared to be reasonable.  Also, demonstrated the

ability to meet the required service date as evidenced from the recently completed projects list.

Weather related risk was considered.  Only a two-month float.  Proposal 11 designated EPC

contractor  qualifications and experience were provided in

12. Existing ROW

Proposal 11 did not offer any existing ROW to use for the Project.
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Operations 

The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 1 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to the RFP facility.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to the RFP facility.

Reliability Metrics 

3. Answer is not specific to the RFP, does not provide relevant evidence.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question on staffing and training.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

4. Specific answer with details and evidence applicable to question.

Maintenance Plans 

4. Specific answer with details and evidence applicable to question.

Equipment 

4. Specific answer with full list of equipment provided, but unclear description of pre-positioning

and deployment. 

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

4. Specific answer with evidence of capabilities in-house, in the region.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

4. Specific answer with evidence of completed NERC audits applicable to question.

Internal Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Contractor Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

5. Specific answer with attached document reporting safety record metrics

Score: 201 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 2 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

5. Answer relates existing control center to new assets, continuous contact with SPP.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

5. Answer relates existing control center to sequence of response, describes levels of outage severity,

includes document. 

Reliability Metrics 

5. Answer includes existing operating data from region in document attached.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

4. Specific answer with applicable evidence of operating data from region.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

4. Specific answer with documentation showing requirements at each level is attached.

Maintenance Plans 

5. Answer includes existing aerial inspection and plan for vegetation management attached.

Equipment 

4. Specific answer with evidence, but no deployment described.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

4. Answer with evidence applicable to question.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

4. Specific answer with evidence of completed NERC audits applicable to question.

Internal Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document.

Contractor Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, or RFP. (i.e. affirms that it tracks info)

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question.

Score: 223 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 3 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

5. Specific answer reference to regional capacity to monitor and deploy in-house staff, with

supporting attached document reporting relevant capability. 

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Reliability Metrics 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

5. Specific answer with supporting examples from past year, in region, with their people

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached training document reporting relevant capability.

Maintenance Plans 

5. Specific answer with supporting management attached document reporting relevant approach.

Equipment 

2. Answer does not address the question asked in RFP.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

4. Answer with evidence applicable to question.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant experience in region.

Internal Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Contractor Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP. (e.g., a vendor will be found)

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document including safety metrics.

Score: 221 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 4 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, providers, geography.

Reliability Metrics 

3. Answer describes the reliability of the design spec, and the success of other companies’ assets in

the area. 

Restoration Experience/Performance 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Maintenance Plans 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, or RFP. (e.g., a vendor will be found).

Equipment 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP. (e.g., a vendor will be found).

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, or provider. (e.g., a vendor will be found).

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

2. Answer does not address the question.

Internal Safety Program 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question.

Contractor Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP. (e.g., a vendor will be found).

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, or RFP.

Score: 148 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 5 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

2. Answer does not address the question.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

3. Answer is not specific and provides no data, numbers, or reference to the application to the RFP

facility. 

Reliability Metrics 

3. Answer is not specific to the RFP and does not include evidence.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

4. Answer describes a mix of self-staffing and contractors, experience in region, includes examples

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question.

Maintenance Plans 

3. Answer is more limited than the question, describing only inspection practices.

Equipment 

3. Answer is more limited than the question in the RFP.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

4. Specific answer with evidence attached that is directly applicable to question.

Internal Safety Program 

4. Specific answer with manuals provided as evidence.

Contractor Safety Program 

4. Specific answer with evidence directly applicable to question.

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question.

Score: 172 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 6 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

5. Specific answer with regional operations described in supporting attached document.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Reliability Metrics 

5. Specific answer with reliability metrics attached.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Maintenance Plans 

5. Specific answer with strategy and supporting attached document.

Equipment 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

5. Specific answer with evidence of NERC compliance in a complete narrative.

Internal Safety Program 

5. A description of the Safety Program is provided.

Contractor Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document includes an executive level review of all

contractor fatalities that have occurred within the last 3-year period. 

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

5. Specific detailed answer with supporting attached document.

250 points 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 7 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

5. Answer relates existing control center to new assets, continuous contact with SPP.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

4. Answer with evidence applicable to question.

Reliability Metrics 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

4. Answer with evidence applicable to question.

Maintenance Plans 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, providers, geography.

Equipment 

4. Answer with evidence applicable to question.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

4. Specific answer with evidence of completed NERC audits applicable to question.

Internal Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Contractor Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Score: 180 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 8 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows: 

Control Center Operations 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, providers, geography.

Reliability Metrics 

2. Answer does not address the question.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Maintenance Plans 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, providers, geography.

Equipment 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

4. Answer with evidence applicable to question.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Internal Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Contractor Safety Program 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, provider, region or RFP.

Score: 148 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 9 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility. Describes capacity and staffing but not linked to proposed

line. 

Storm/Outage Response Plan 
5. Identifies company response and included contractor capability in attached document.

Reliability Metrics 

4. Specific answer with reliability metrics from regional operations applicable to question.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

4. Specific answer with evidence from regional operations applicable to question.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Maintenance Plans 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Equipment 
4. Specific inventory given, but no description of geographic deployment

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Internal Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with data and supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Contractor Safety Program 

5. Specific answer that highlights what is in supporting attached document.

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

5. Specific answer with supporting documentation reporting relevant capability.

Score: 225 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 10 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows:  

Control Center Operations 

4. Specific answer with evidence from regional operations applicable to question.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

4. Specific answer with evidence from regional operations applicable to question.

Reliability Metrics 

4. Specific answer describes experience in region with same crew/operations center.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility or RFP.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to both in-house and contractor capability.

Maintenance Plans 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Equipment 

4. Specific answer with evidence for both in-house and contractor locations.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

5. Specific answer with evidence from regional operations in attached document reporting relevant

capability. 

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Internal Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Contractor Safety Program 

4. Specific answer with evidence from regional operations applicable to question.

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

4. Specific answer with evidence from regional operations applicable to question.

Score: 209 
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The operations response from RFP Respondent Proposal 11 was evaluated, and scored as 

follows: 

Control Center Operations 

4. Answer relates existing control center to new assets, continuous contact with SPP.

Storm/Outage Response Plan 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility, providers, or geography

Reliability Metrics 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question.

Restoration Experience/Performance 

5. Specific answer with supporting document reporting regional operations.

Maintenance Staffing/Training 

4. Specific answer with evidence applicable to question.

Maintenance Plans 

3. Answer is not specific to the planned facility, emphasis on wood poles not proposed.

Equipment 

4. Specific answer with evidence, but no deployment described.

Maintenance Performance/Expertise 

3. Answer is not specific to the facility or providers.

NERC Compliance-Process/History 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached documenting NERC compliance.

Internal Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Contractor Safety Program 

5. Specific answer with supporting attached document reporting relevant capability.

Safety Performance Record (Program Execution) 

4. Answer with evidence applicable to question.

Total Score: 205 
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Rate Analysis 
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Finance 

Evidence of Financing 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to demonstrate that it possessed the necessary financial strength by 

providing Credit Rating Agency Reports, a bank letter stating the financing or evidence of financing 

required, bank statements, cash, bond, etc.  This criterion was allocated a maximum of 12.50 points, 

with the mid-point of this range being 6.25 points.   
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Material Conditions 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to describe any material conditions of any financing and provide 

supporting documentation.  This criterion was allocated a maximum of 12.50 points.  The scoring of 

this criterion was based solely on whether the RFP Respondent provided a specific and relevant 

response to this criterion, since neither the SPP Tariff, Attachment Y or the SPP-RFP-000001 

document described a definitional means to measure and quantify the degree of financial viability or 

creditworthiness required in providing a response to this criterion.  
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Financial/Business Plans 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to provide financial/business plan(s) and any relevant documentation.  

This criterion was allocated a maximum of 18.75 points, with the mid-point of this range being 9.4 

points.   
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Pro-Forma Financial Statements 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to describe pro forma financial statements and provide any relevant 

documentation, including any pro forma financial statements that would be used by entities for the 

RFP Response.  This criterion was allocated a maximum of 18.75 points, with the mid-point of this 

range being 9.4 points.  
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Expected Financial Leverage 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to describe any expected financial leverage and provide any relevant 

documentation.  This criterion was allocated a maximum of 12.50 points, with the midpoint of this 

range being 6.25 points.  
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Debt Covenants 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to describe any debt covenants and provide any relevant documentation.  

This criterion has been allocated a maximum of 10 points. The scoring of this criterion was based 

solely on whether the RFP Respondent provided a specific and relevant response to this criterion, 

since neither the SPP Tariff Attachment Y or the SPP-RFP-000001 document described a in a 

definitional means to measure and quantify the degree of financial viability or creditworthiness 

required in providing a response to this criterion.  
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Projected Liquidity 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to provide detail project liquidity and provide any relevant documentation 

including providing any financial statements and projections of liquidity.  This criterion was 

allocated a maximum of 15 points, with the mid-point of this range being 7.5 points.   
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Dividend Policy 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to describe any dividend policy and provide any relevant documentation.  

This criterion was allocated a maximum of 10 points. The scoring of this criterion was based solely 

on whether the RFP Respondent provided a specific and relevant response to this criterion, since 

neither the SPP Tariff, Attachment Y or the SPP-RFP-000001 document described a definitional 

means to measure and quantify the degree of financial viability or creditworthiness required in 

providing a response to this criterion.  
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Cash Flow Analysis 

For this criterion, each RFP Respondent (or if a Multi-Owner RFP Proposal, the Competitive 

Upgrade Participants) was to provide a cash flow analysis and to provide any relevant 

documentation including cash flow statements and other accounting documents.  This criterion was 

allocated a maximum of 15 points, with the midpoint of this range being 7.5 points.  
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Workpapers Supporting Scoring Analysis: 

 Report 1: Credit Rating Scale of Moody’s, S&P and Fitch

 Report 2: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent's Responses to Evidence of Financing

 Report 3: Summary Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Evidence of

Financing

 Report 4: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Material Conditions

 Report 5: Summary Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Material

Conditions

 Report 6: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent’s Responses to Financial/Business Plan

 Report 7: Summary Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to

Financial/Business Plan

 Report 8: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Pro forma Financial

Statements

 Report 9: Summary Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Pro forma

Financial Statements

 Report 10: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Expected Financial

Leverage

 Report 11: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Debt Covenants

 Report 12: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Projected Liquidity

 Report 13: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Dividend Policy

 Report 14: Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Cash Flow Analysis

 Report 15: Summary Matrix for Categories of RFP Respondent 's Responses to Cash Flow

Analysis
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