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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

PROJECT COST WORKING GROUP 

May 2, 2018 

Net Conference 

•  A G E N D A  •  

1:00 PM – 4:00 PM 
1. Administrative Items .....................................................................................................................  (5 min) 

a. Call to Order & Introductions ..................................................................... Tom Hestermann 

Tom Hestermann called the meeting to order at 1:01 pm and asked for introductions. He 

announced Charles Shue and David Sonntag as new PCWG members. 

b. Receipt of Proxies .............................................................................................. John O’Dell 

John O’Dell took receipt of one proxy, Grant Waters for Brenda Jessop.  

c. Review of Agenda ..................................................................................... Tom Hestermann 

Tom Hestermann led the group in a review of the agenda, and mentioned that the 

minutes from the April 4th meeting were not posted on time, so they will come up for 

approval at the next meeting. 

2. Review of Past Action Items* .................................................................................. John O’Dell (10 min) 

John O’Dell reminded the group of the anti-trust statement and led the group in a review of the past 

action items. 

• #13 – Ongoing 

• #166 – Update next month, ongoing 

• #175 – Language has been added to BP 7060, marked complete 

• #178 – John has reached out to IT, staff is working on this, and John plans to have an update 

at the next meeting. Tom Hestermann wanted to ensure that there was no tariff change 

related 

• #187 – In progress, John plans to use in preparation of the next face to face meeting 

• #189 – Agenda item #6. 

• #190 – Staff is working to get SPP Management approval to proceed with this 

• #193 – Agenda item #7  

• #195 – Agenda item #8  

• #196 – Staff has submitted to IT, will provide updates as they are available. Brian Johnson 

asked for an update.  John and Kenny previously talked about removal of data dictionary. 

             Tom Hestermann asked the group for questions, there were none 
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3. Consent Agenda (Approval Items)* .................................................................. Tom Hestermann (5 min) 

a. Approval of Meeting Minutes –  April 4, 2018 

Tom Hestermann deferred to approve the prior meeting minutes until next meeting since 

minutes were not posted with meeting materials 

4. NTC 200481 Withdrawal* ........................................................................................ John O’Dell (10 min) 

John O’Dell led the group on a review of the NTC withdrawal. John stated that this was 

erroneously included as an NTC-C. Josh Ross provided the group with the location and 

explanation of the project. Grant Waters (on behalf of Brenda Jessop) asked for clarification as to 

why this was included. Josh Ross indicated that this was an error on SPP’s part and provided a 

detailed explanation. Brian Johnson asked if this upgrade was part of an Applicable Project.  He 

added that the clarification to the Business Practice should be one of our tasks to provide clarity 

going forward. John O’Dell indicated that this clarification would be added to the list of business 

practice revisions.  

5. RR279 Competitive Upgrade Process (Approval Item)* ..................................... Aaron Shipley (30 min) 

Aaron Shipley reviewed RR279 and sought the approval of the group. Kenny Munsell asked what 

impacts this revision request would have hadcould have been done differently on the 

Walkemeyer Competitive Upgrade (“CU”) and ultimately  competitive re-evaluation. Aaron 

provided an explanation to the group. Shawnee asked if there was any uplift potential. Aaron 

stated that the only potential uplift was related to contracting and seating the Industry Expert 

Panel following the issuance of a Request for Proposal (“RFP”) of a CU instead of after the RFP 

Response Window has closed.  He noted changes to the IEP process were approved separate 

and prior to this revision request as a needed value add to the overall competitive processes in 

SPP.  As such, the changes to the IEP process are what drive the potential uplift and not 

necessarily this revision request.that there was not from an SPP perspective.  Discussion among 

the group ensued. 

 

Tom Hestermann asked for a motion to approve the item as presented 

Brian Johnson made a motion to accept RR279 as presented 

Kenny Munsell seconded the motion 

The motion passed unanimously 

The next step is taking this to the TWG 

6. Action Item 189: Conceptual Cost Estimate Determination* ................................... John O’Dell (30 min) 

John O’Dell led the group in a discussion of Conceptual Cost Estimate Determination. Brian 

Johnson wanted to clarify that this is via TAGIT-SCERT. Brian Johnson asked how/if the 

information is pulled and used from the tool and if sources other than TAGIT-SCERT are used. 
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John stated that it is where applicable, but that the tool was designed to store enough detail 

regarding a project so that when it goes out of bandwidth, there is some way of knowing 

where/how the project cost changed. Brian stated that the way the tool is designed it does not 

give an accurate estimate of how much a project really costs because of real-world variability of 

project unknowns and those variables not being applied in the tool. Discussion ensued. John 

stated that the TAGIT/SCERT tool belongs to the PCWG, and if the PCWG wants to change it, 

that is certainly on the table. Cary Frizzell stated that there needs to be a set of attributes that are 

required of each project that is submitted into the tool, because there are attributes that are true 

of some projects that are not true of others. He stated that because of the increased need for 

project detail granularity, there appears to be a need for the tool to change. Brian Johnson 

indicated that the upgrade to the tool should include a single line where the overall cost of the 

project could be updated. John stated that this would not eliminate the need for project details to 

be entered into the tool, however. John completed the presentation and asked for additional 

questions. Dave Insinger asked how we would know that a submitter was entering their “Final 

SCERT”, and John clarified how that process works. 

7. Action Item 193: Users of SCERT Fields* ............................................................... John O’Dell (15 min) 

John O’Dell led the group in a discussion of the Data Dictionary. He reviewed items that he has 

found are missing from the Data Dictionary. Charles Shue asked about the Site Property Rights 

definition. John provided additional explanation. Brian Johnson asked if we are planning to add 

Site Property Rights to the Data Dictionary. John stated that this definition already exists in the 

dictionary, but that we should replace the term “Right of Way” associated with Station Costs to 

state “Site Property Rights”. Brian suggested removal “Right-of-Way” from the definition since 

substations are not generally built in a right of way. Discussion ensued. Brian also asked if we 

could change “Cost to Obtain Right of Way” to “Cost to Obtain Property.” Jonah Martin asked for 

clarification of this term, and whether or not the term should include the word “cost” for clarity, 

because the term itself does not indicate that cost is included. John stated that this is something 

we will take into consideration. 

8. Action Item 195: Training Material for TAGIT-SCERT* ........................................... John O’Dell (15 min) 

John O’Dell led the group in a discussion of the upcoming training material. John asked the group 

to consider who should attend the training and if we need to provide assistance with signing the 

right people up. Josh Monroe provided the group with additional information as to who the target 

audience is and how users would sign-up, etc. Tom Hestermann stated that this should be a tool 

for people to educate current/future users of TAGIT/SCERT. David Sonntag stated that the 

training should include details such as how often a user will be required to update certain fields in 

the tool, etc. July 2018– video demo will be available on LMS.   
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9. Summary of Action Items .......................................................................................... John O’Dell (2 min) 

John O’Dell led the group in a review of the Action Items.  

• Right of Way change to Property from #7 

• Site Property Rights change to Site Property Cost 

• Brian Johnson asked if we could keep Action Item #189 open so that he can review it 

further.  

• John asked the group if we could also close Action Item #193.  

                   There were none opposed. 

 

10. Develop Agenda for Next Meeting .................................................................... Tom Hestermann (5 min) 

Tom Hestermann asked the group if there were any items they would like to add to the agenda, and 

to email those items to John and himself. John mentioned that Josh Monroe will be leaving his role in 

the PCWG and that Tim Johnston will be assuming his duties. 

11. Future Meeting Dates and Locations ....................................................................................... All (5 min) 

Tom Hestermann thanked the group and adjourned the meeting at 2:13 pm. 

 
 
Upcoming Meetings: 
June 6, 2018  AEP Dallas Office 
July 6, 2018  Net Conference 
August 1, 2018  Net Conference 
September 5, 2018 AEP Dallas Office  
October 3, 2018  Net Conference 
November 7, 2018 Net Conference 
 
 
* Background Materials Included 



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

Project Cost Working Group 

Pending Action Items Status Report 

May 2, 2018, 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM 

 

No Action Item 
Date 

Originated 
Status Comments 

13 

As directed by MOPC at the January 
meeting, review and recommend any 
changes to the Quarterly Tracking Report 
process, including timing, data requested, 
format of data reporting, interaction with 
other project cost-related initiatives, etc. 

February 7, 
2012 

Ongoing 
MOPC Action item 
complete.  Ongoing project 
to identify improvements 

166 

Staff to develop: 

 Flowchart of Cost Estimate timeline 

 Timeline of the NTC Re-evaluation 
Process 

 Add descriptor to chart for application 
of escalation 

 Look at NTC & NTC-C Timing in 
association with impact to study 
timeframe 

March 1, 
2017 

In Progress 

 

  

Staff expects to provide 
additional update on 2019 
ITP Assessment Schedule 
in June, 2018. Staff is 
working on alternative 
solutions that may allow 
for more time to submit 
estimates. 

175 

Staff to verify whether or not triggers to 
stop escalation are described in BP 7060. 
If not, staff will draft a RR proposal to add 
such language. 

July 5, 2017 Complete 

Approved by MOPC and 
RSC. Request submitted 
to change BP language.   
Business Practice has 
been updated.  

178 

Staff to begin research on required Tariff 
language changes and Business Practice 
changes in order to provide a single line-
item cost update in TAGIT-SCERT as 
opposed to numbers broken out. 

September 6, 
2017 

In Progress   

SPP IT estimates that this 
project will take about 40 
hours and could be 
implemented in 
approximately 2 months.  
This timeline may be 
subject to change. This 
change will not require an 
RR.  Staff has approached 
SPP IT to determine when 
this could be implemented.   

187 

Staff to update variance reporting form to 
mirror SCERT template 

December 7, 
2017 

In Progress 

 

This will facilitate 
discussion of future costs 
estimate variances 
submitted for presentation 
materials in the same 
fashion as the estimates in 
Tagit-SCERT.  

189 

Describe process for conceptual estimate 
determination. 

January 3, 
2018 

Agenda 
Item 6 

Discussed in March 2018 
meeting.   



No Action Item 
Date 

Originated 
Status Comments 

190 

Develop strawman for implementing new 
status types into Quarterly Project 
Tracking report 

January 3, 
2018 

In Progress 

For adding “In-Service” 
status, Impacts to process 
should not be high. Cost to 
implement should not be 
substantial.  IT impacts are 
not substantial.   No 
reporting impacts identified 
by SPP staff to this point. 
Need response from one 
manager before 
presenting to Engineering 
directors.  

193 

Review fields in SCERT tool and users of 
information in those fields 

March 7, 
2018 

Complete  

195 

Research creation of training materials for 
new TAGIT-SCERT users April 4, 2018 

Agenda 
Item 8 

Expected completion: July 
2018 

196 

Work to remove “Internal Escalation Rate 
(For Multi-Year Upgrades)” field from 
Tagit  

April 4, 2018 In Progress 
Request submitted to SPP 
IT 

197 

Data Dictionary/SCERT application 
revision: Change Station Cost - Right of 
Way/Site Property Rights 

May 2, 2018 New  

 



SPP NTC-C 200481 –Withdrawal

1

BP 7060, Section 7.1-
If SPP confirms that an NTC/NTC-C Project resulting from a Service Agreement 
is unnecessary, it will inform the PCWG at their next regularly scheduled 
meeting as necessary to withdraw the NTC/NTC-C.

DTO: WFEC

Network Upgrade ID: 72017
Network Upgrade Name: Watonga - Watonga SW 138 kV Ckt 1 Voltage 
Conversion
Network Upgrade Description: Convert 8.6 mile 69 kV line from Watonga -
Watonga SW to 138 kV.  Complete necessary terminal upgrades at Watonga.
Reason for Change: Facilities described in this upgrade are not under 
functional control of SPP





RR279 Competitive 
Upgrade Re-
Evaluation Request
Project Cost Working Group – May 2, 2018

2



RR279 Origin Review

• July 7, 2016 SPC held an educational session on 
SPP’s Order 1000 process.  The CTPTF reported on 

the current status and actions to date. 

 A prime directive from the meeting was that any 
improvements should be focused on end customer 
value (lower costs)

• MOPC July 2016, the timing of when a project may be 
requested for re-evaluation was discussed.  The CTPTF 
was tasked with determining how to address the timing 
of a re-evaluation request and report its finding back to 
the SPC
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RR279 Origin Review Cont’d

Findings reported back to MOPC/SPC October 2016:

• SPP Legal Review of Re-Evaluation process -
 Current process is not in the Tariff

 SPP Legal would prefer to see this process detailed in Attachment 
Y of the Tariff

 BP7060 and BP7160 address the Re-study process

 Current process does not allow for a re-study request prior to an 
Notice to Construct (NTC)

• CTPTF conclusions -
 Added flexibility should be included to allow for a re-evaluation of 

a Competitive Upgrade (CU) prior to the conclusion of the 
Transmission Owner Selection Process (TOSP)

 Intention is to place the TOSP on hold during the re-evaluation 
pending the results

 No costs should be incurred during the re-evaluation
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RR279 Origin Review Cont’d

• RR212 submitted February 2017 and withdrawn April 2017

 RR212 was first attempt to incorporate this change

 Focused on adjusting BP7060 and 7160 and not placement in Attachment Y

• RR212 Withdrawn April 2017

 During first stakeholder review meetings multiple issues arose to the point 
withdrawing the RR was best action for further development

Next Steps:

• CTPTF re-examined the issue and drafted a new RR (RR279)

 RR279 to be taken through the stakeholder process

 If approved, filed with FERC for inclusion in the Tariff
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RR279 Features

RR279 features:

• Process is detailed in Attachment Y, new stand-alone process specific to 
Competitive Upgrade re-evaluations

• Allows for a CU re-evaluation request to be submitted between RFP 
issuance and close of RFP Proposal Deadline (180 days in most cases)

 After passing the RFP Proposal Deadline cannot submit CU re-evaluation 
request

 IEP would perform analysis and report recommendation to BOD

 If re-evaluation if appropriate following BOD, request would follow current Re-
Evaluation process in BP7060, 7160.  This process would NOT be applicable.

• Allows for the SPP Board of Directors (BOD) to suspend the TOSP during 
a re-evaluation

• Details what a re-evaluation request must include and level of 
supporting documentation to substantiate 
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RR279 Placement

Placement of Process:

• SPP Staff and CTPTF elected to draft a new standalone 
process specific to CU re-evaluations

• Process was drafted and placed as the next section, Section 
VIII, in Attachment Y

 This process is distinct and specific to re-evaluations of CU 
therefore was placed as a new section

 The current flow of Attachment Y is not user friendly or intuitive.  
Attachment Y contains long sections that can make navigating 
difficult
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RR279 BOD Authority

BOD authority to suspend TOSP:

• For this process to bring benefit and provide value to 
customers, the TOSP must be suspended if a re-evaluation of 
a CU is approved.

• The suspension will allow cost for both SPP and participants 
to be put on hold pending the results of the re-evaluation and 
BOD action

Modifications:

• Section III.2(c)(xix)
 Gives the BOD authority to suspend the TOSP

 Requires notice of suspension to be sent to all QRPs

 Allows BOD to modify the deadline for RFP Proposal submission if 
necessary
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RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process

CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:

• Broken into four subsections 1-4

 Section VIII.1

 Provides the ability for the Transmission Provider to perform a re-evaluation of 
a CU

 Details what the re-evaluation request must include, how it shall be submitted, 
and basis that the request may be made on
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RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process Cont’d

CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:

• Broken into four subsections 1-4

 Section VIII.2

 Requires Transmission Provider to publicly post notice of the request 
including all non-confidential information submitted with request

 Confidential information to be posted to secure, password protected web-
based location and made available with confidentiality agreements

 Transmission Provider to notify BOD and provide recommendation as to 
whether a re-evaluation should be performed

 Transmission Provider will include recommended parameters for the 
re-evaluation and if a suspension of TOSP is needed
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RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process Cont’d

CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:

• Broken into four subsections 1-4

 Section VIII.3

 Applicable if BOD approves a re-evaluation recommendation

 Requires Transmission Provider to perform re-evaluation to determine if 
material changes have occurred that necessitate the withdrawal of the CU

 Report analysis and recommendation back to BOD

 If BOD determines CU should be withdrawn, directs Transmission Provider to 
withdraw applicable RFP and provide notice of the withdrawn RFP

 If BOD determines CU should NOT be withdrawn, TOSP will continue or be 
reinstated if suspended.

 Adjust RFP Response Window to close on the later of original close date or 
(60) days from reinstatement

 Drafted based on significant timeline discussions and when a 
suspension may occur and how long it may be before TOSP was 
reinstated
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RR279 CU Re-Evaluation Process Cont’d

CU Re-Evaluation Process Attachment Y Section VIII:

• Broken into four subsections 1-4

 Section VIII.4

 Allows the Transmission Provider to refund any TOSP deposits submitted for 
a withdrawn CU RFP.

 Much debate and discussion by task force on this matter, current draft would 
result in any SPP cost incurred becoming subject to Schedule 1-A fee.

 SPP cost would be include money spent to seat, train, and any work 
performed by the IEP to date.  Estimated at minimal $300k once IEP is 
contracted
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RR279 – PCWG Next Steps

• Provide any language modifications desired for RR279

• Seeking approval of RR279 to move forward in the Revision 
Request Process

Note:

RTWG approved on 4/19/18

Will go to TWG on 5/14/18

Once approved by all, will go to MOPC and BOD July 2018
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Revision Request Form 

SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION 

RR #: 279 Date: 02/27/2018 

RR Title: Competitive Upgrade Re-Evaluation Request 

System Changes  No    Yes  

Process Changes?  No    Yes 

Impact Analysis Required?  No    Yes 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Aaron Shipley (on behalf of CTPTF) Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: ashipley@spp.org Phone: 501-482-2197 

Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.   

Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s). 

  SPP Staff  

  SPP Market Participant 

  SPP Member 

  An entity designated by a Qualified Entity to submit 

a Revision Request “on their behalf” 

  SPP Market Monitor 

  Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over 

SPP/SPP member 

  Rostered individual of SPP Committee, Task Force or 

Working Group 

  Transmission Customers or other entities that are parties to 

transactions under the Tariff 

REVISION REQUEST DETAILS 

Requested Resolution Timing:   Normal    Expedited    Urgent Action    

Reason for Expedited/Urgent Resolution:       

Type of Revision (select all that apply): 

 

  Correction 

 

  Clarification 

 

  Design Enhancement 

 

  New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff 

  NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if 

revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list 

standard(s)) 

       

  FERC Mandate  (List order number(s)) 

       

 

 

 

REVISION REQUEST RISK DRIVERS 

Are there existing risks to one or more SPP Members or the BES driving the need for this RR?   Yes  No   

If yes, provided details to explain the risk and timelines associated: 

  Compliance (Tariff, NERC, Other)       

  Reliability/Operations        

  Financial       

 

SPP Documents Requiring Revision:  

Please select your primary intended document(s) as well as all others known that could be impacted by the requested revision (e.g. 

a change to a protocol that would necessitate a criteria or business practice revision).   

  Market Protocols Section(s):  Protocol Version:  

  Operating Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  

  Planning Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  

 

mailto:ashipley@spp.org


 

  Tariff (OATT) 

Section(s): Attachment Y 

 Section III.2(c)(xix) 

 Section VIII 

  Business Practice Business Practice Number:  

  Integrated Planning Model (ITP Manual) Section(s): 

  Revision Request Process Section(s): 

  Minimum Transmission Design     

Standards for Competitive Upgrades (MTDS) 
Section(s): 

  Reliability Coordinator and Balancing 

Authority Data Specifications (RDS) 
Section(s): 

  SPP Communications Protocols Section(s): 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

The timing of when a project may be requested for re-evaluation was discussed following the completion of the first Request for 

Proposal (“RFP”) award.  This project was immediately requested for re-study by the winning entity.  The entity per current 

processes did not have the ability to request the re-evaluation prior to being awarded a Notice to Construct (“NTC”).  It was forced 

to wait until one had been issued even though it was aware that the parameters driving the project had changed and the need for a 

re-evaluation existed.  This resulted in significant unnecessary expense to both SPP and participating entities because the processes 

did not allow the re-evaluation to occur sooner. 

The CTPTF was asked to address the timing of when re-evaluations may be requested and provide a recommendation on how to 

modify the process if appropriate.  The CTPTF determined there is value in modifying the process to allow for earlier re-evaluation 

request, prior to a NTC issuance and unanimously passed a motion to this effect. It was the intent that the project will maintain its 

competitive or non-competitive status it had prior to the re-evaluation under this modified re-evaluation process for Competitive 

Upgrades (“CU”) 

 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

This process modification will allow a re-evaluation request prior to the award of a NTC at the conclusion of the Transmission 

Owner Selection Process (“TOSP”).  The benefits are potential time and cost savings for both SPP and Qualified RFP Participants 

(“QRP”) due to the TOSP being “suspended” during a re-evaluation and halting the work and cost being incurred pending the 

results of the re-evaluation. 

 

REVISIONS TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

In the appropriate sections below, please provide the language from the current document(s) for which you are requesting 

revision(s), with all edits redlined.  

 

 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 

 

Attachment Y Section III.2(c)(xix) 

 

  c) Request for Proposals  

 



 

 

xix) Subject to any modifications resulting from Attachment Y, Section 

VIII.3(b), Tthe deadline for all RFP Proposal submissions.  The 

deadline shall be one hundred eighty (180) calendar days from the 

date the RFP is issued (“RFP Response Window”).  The 

Transmission Provider may reduce the RFP Response Window to 

no less than ninety (90) days based on, but not limited to, the 

Competitive Upgrade’s need date or scope.  If the final day of the 

RFP Response Window falls on a weekend or a holiday recognized 

by the Transmission Provider, the due date for RFP Proposals shall 

be the next Business Day.  

  

 In the event that the Transmission Provider determines the need for 

a re-evaluation of a Competitive Upgrade in accordance with 

Section VIII of this Attachment Y, the SPP Board of Directors may 

suspend the Transmission Owner Selection Process for that RFP as 

necessary for that Competitive Upgrade pending a final 

determination by the SPP Board of Directors of the re-evaluation.  

Notice of a suspension shall be sent to all QRPs within three (3) 

bBusiness dDays.  
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VIII. COMPETITIVE UPGRADE RE-EVALUATION PROCESS 

 

1) In the event that material changes occur that may cause a Competitive Upgrade to be re-evaluated, 

in accordance with this Section VIII of this Attachment Y, the Transmission Provider may re-

evaluate the need for the Competitive Upgrade at any time prior to the close of RFP Response 

Window.   

A request for a Competitive Upgrade re-evaluation may be submitted by any stakeholder shall be 

submitted via the SPP Request Management Systems and must present the basis for the request 

including, at a minimum, the initial parameters, the revised values for those parameters, and the 

substance, reasoning, and the sources of such revised values in addition to all analysis supporting 

the request.  The request must be complete enough for the Transmission Provider to determine 

whether the request is valid and whether a re-evaluation is necessary.  Material changes that could 

cause a Competitive Upgrade to be re-evaluated include but are not limited to: 

 a. Changes in load;  

 b. Changes in generation; or  

 c. Modeling error 

2) Within three (3) bBusiness dDays of receiving a request for re-evaluation of a Competitive 

Upgrade, the Transmission Provider will post notice of the request on its website.  The publicly 

posted notice shall serve as the basis for the re-evaluation request and shall include all non-

confidential information submitted by the requesting entity.  Information deemed confidential by 

the requesting entity will be made available, subject to the execution of the applicable 

confidentiality agreement, using the secure, password protected web-based workspace used for 

sharing confidential planning information as required by Section VII of Attachment O of this 

Tariff.  

 The Transmission Provider will then notify the SPP Board of Directors of the request and provide 

a recommendation as to whether a re-evaluation should be performed.  If the Transmission 

Provider recommends that the Competitive Upgrade be re-evaluated: 

a. the Transmission Provider will also include the recommended parameters for the re-

evaluation, schedule for completion, and planning models to be used. 
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b. the Transmission Provider may also provide a recommendation on whether it is 

necessary to suspend the Transmission Owner Selection Process consistent with 

Section III.2.(c)(xix) of this Attachment Y.  If the SPP Board of Directors approves a 

suspension of the Transmission Owner Selection Process, the length of such suspension 

shall be specified by the SPP Board of Directors.  

  

3) If the SPP Board of Directors approve a recommendation to re-evaluate a Competitive Upgrade, 

the Transmission Provider will perform the re-evaluation analysis to determine if material changes 

have occurred that necessitate the withdrawal of the Competitive Upgrade.  The Transmission 

Provider will inform the SPP Board of Directors of the results of the re-evaluation analysis and 

provide a recommendation as to whether the Competitive Upgrade should be withdrawn. 

a. If the SPP Board of Directors determines that the Competitive Upgrade should be 

withdrawn, the Transmission Provider will withdraw any applicable RFP and the 

Transmission Owner Selection Process for that withdrawn Competitive Upgrade will 

be terminated.  Notice of the withdrawn Competitive Upgrade shall be sent to all QRPs. 

b. If the SPP Board of Directors determines that the Competitive Upgrade should not be 

withdrawn, then the Transmission Owner Selection Process shall continue or be re-

instated if it was suspended.  The RFP Response Window shall close on the later of the 

original close date or (60) days from the date the Transmission Owner Selection 

Process is reinstated by the SPP Board of Directors.  

4) If the Transmission Provider withdraws the RFP pursuant to Section VIII.3(a) of this Attachment 

Y, the Transmission Provider shall refund to each RFP Proposal submitted in response to the 

withdrawn RFP its Transmission Owner Selection Process deposit provided in accordance with 

Section III.2(e)(i) of this Attachment Y. 

 

 





Action Item 189 
Conceptual 
Estimates
5/2/2018
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Conceptual Cost Estimate
• Defined in Section 8.1 of BP 7060

• Database prepared by SPP staff

 Based on historical cost information

 Updates provided by TOs

• Screening tool for determining if a project 
is cost-effective

 Does not address detailed information

• Tool includes historical cost data

 Cost per mile

 Substation costs

• Tool provides table with total cost estimate 
for each project under consideration
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Conceptual Estimate Process
• Historical data is pulled for upgrades with 

final costs in Quarterly Project Tracking

• Staff reviews scope of upgrade to 
determine whether it is specific enough to 
update conceptual estimate tool
 Specific

 UID 51409 - Replace wave trap at Potash Junction 230 
kV substation

 Non-specific 

 UID 51140 - Upgrade switches and wave traps at 
Sundown and Amoco and increase the line 
clearance to increase the rating of the 230 kV line 
from Amoco to Sundown
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Conceptual Estimate Process
• Final costs of upgrades with specific 

scopes are included in conceptual 
estimate data

• Final costs for each upgrade included in 
the tool are changed annually to reflect 
current year dollars

• Cost estimate tool with updated data used 
to create estimates across all planning 
processes for new lines,  Rebuilds, Re-
conductors, Transformers and other 
components
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SCERT Form Information
• Final costs are gathered from TAGIT 

database, which is populated by TAGIT-
SCERT application data updates

• Information in Cost Assumptions can be 
used in generation of conceptual estimates

• Information from Line Assumptions and 
Station Assumptions can be helpful in 
generation of conceptual estimates 
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SCERT Fields & 
Users
5/2/2018
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Action Item 193
Review fields in SCERT Tool and users of 
information in those fields

 Identification Fields – Updated quarterly, used by 
Engineering Support staff and PCWG 

 Cost Estimate Fields – Updated quarterly, used 
by Engineering Support staff and PCWG

 Line Assumption Fields – Completed for initial 
SCERT submission, updated as new information is 
available. Used by Engineering Support staff for 
questions regarding costs

 Station Assumption Fields – Completed for initial 
SCERT submission, updated as new information is 
available. Used by Engineering Support staff for 
questions regarding costs
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Items not currently in Data 
Dictionary
Final Costs – Cost submitted or 

expected to be submitted in DTO’s 
formula rate filing 

Site Property Rights – Estimated 
cost to obtain Right(s)-of-Way for 
any substation build, expansion, or 
modification

 Internal Escalation Rate – Removed 
from Data Dictionary in version 1.3.  
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Action Item 195 
TAGIT-SCERT 
Training Materials
5/2/2018
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Action Item 195
Research creation of training 
materials for new Tagit-SCERT users

Video Demonstration of SCERT 
form completion

Materials will be housed on SPP’s 
Learning Management System 
(LMS)

Viewers will need LMS accounts

 Free accounts available

 https://spp.csod.com

Estimated completion: July 2018

https://spp.csod.com/
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