INDUSTRY EXPERT PANEL
IEP Process and Recommendations for:
RFP-000002 Sooner-Wekiwa 345 kV Transmission Line
October 27, 2020
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Agenda
■ Introduction
■ Phase 1 – RFP, IEP, & Report Development Process
– Josh Martin, SPP BOD Member & Oversight Committee Chair
– Paul Suskie, SPP EVP & GC
– Steve Strickland, IEP Chair
■ Industry Expert Pool, IE Pool Training, & IE Panel Selection
■ Post IEP Evaluation Window Steps
■ IEP Evaluation Process

■ Phase 2 – IEP Substantive Evaluation of 10 RFP Proposals
– Steve Strickland, IEP Chair
■ IEP Evaluations
■ IEP Recommendations
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Phase I – RFP, IEP, & Report
Development Process - Josh Martin
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SPP Oversight Committee RFP-000002
Timeline
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Creation of the Industry Expert Pool
■

In December 2018, the Oversight Committee (“OC”) recommended that the SPP Board of Directors (“BOD”)
approve a 15 person Industry Expert Pool for 2019
–

■

IE Pool Applicant Timeline:
■

Candidate application submissions were received by SPP between June 1, 2018 and September 1, 2018

■

17 applications were received by SPP Staff

■

SPP Staff presented the 17 applicants to the OC on October 29, 2018

■

OC approved 15 of the 17 applicants to present as the IE Pool to the SPP BOD

OC reviews affiliations any potential candidate has with (1) an SPP stakeholder or member as listed on the
“Members” section of the SPP homepage; and (2) any entity that is listed as a Qualified RFP Participant (“QRP”)
on the SPP homepage
–

For purposes of SPP’s Transmission Owner Selection Process (“TOSP”), an affiliation is defined as the
existence of a relationship or situation whereby an Industry Expert has past, present, or currently, planned
interests that either directly or indirectly (through a client, contractual, financial, organizational or other
relationship) may relate to a QRP or SPP stakeholder

–

OC prefers to see a minimal of 2 years separation from an affiliation for employment status

■

In December 2018 the SPP BOD approved a 15 member pool of experts for the 2019 planning cycle per the
recommendation of SPP’s OC

■

In November 2019, 12 of the 15 experts were contracted for the purpose of creating an expert panel to evaluate
the Sooner-Wekiwa RFP
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Industry Expert Pool Training
■ On November 20, 2019 and November 21, 2019 SPP Staff conducted
a 1.5 day training exercise for all members of the IE Pool in Little Rock
■ The training included an overview of SPP, FERC Order 1000, the SPP
Planning Process, the SPP Tariff attachments on Order 1000, the
Industry Expert Panel Responsibilities, and a mock RFP Response
scenario.
-

Josh Martin participated on behalf of the OC/BOD
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Industry Expert Panel Selection
■ IEP selection
– On December 9, 2019 the OC met via conference call and selected
5 pool members to create the Industry Expert Panel, with one of
the panelists acting as a Chair for the group.
■ SPP tariff requires that SPP’s Oversight Committee create an IEP that
consists of 3-5 members. Attachment Y Section III.2(b)(iv)
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Industry Expert Panel for RFP-000002
Area of Expertise

Primary Expert

Secondary Expert

Engineering Design

Tip Goodwin

Ali Al-Fayez

Project Management
Construction

Thomas Stuchlik

Mike McDowell

Operations

Ali Al-Fayez

Tip Goodwin

Rate Analysis

Steve Strickland*

Thomas Stuchlik

Finance

Mike McDowell

Steve Strickland

Approved by the SPP Oversight Committee on December 9, 2019
* Industry Expert Panel Chair
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Summary of IEP Members Background
Panel Members

Summary of Background

Steve Strickland (Chair)

Mr. Strickland's 35-year career with Entergy Arkansas spanned responsibilities in regulation,
engineering, business development, and executive management. His educational background includes
degrees in chemical engineering, business, and law. In addition to extensive involvement in utility
regulatory policy issues, his engineering experience includes coal and nuclear power plant projects, and
engineering management of advanced power plants, including coal gasification combined cycle.

Tip Goodwin

Mr. Goodwin has an extensive career in all aspects Transmission Design and Development. He has
been a contributor to many publications on Transmission Design and Operations dating back to 1974.
He has been part of developing new technologies and application in design in the industry and overseen
the design of several high voltage transmission lines as large as 500kV.

Thomas Stuchlik

Mr. Stuchlik has over 30 years experience overseeing Transmission System Operations, Transmission
Planning, and Transmission Construction projects. He expertise also includes transmission cost
recovery of both FERC fixed and formulaic recovery methods.

Ali Al-Fayez

Mr. Al-Fayez has 39 years of utility experience; 20 years in Transmission Planning, 10 years Asset
Management experience, and has spent 10 years as an Electric Utility Consultant. During his career he
has been responsible for the transmission capital budget of large utilities up to $1B+ budgets. Over the
last 5 years, Ali has experience with other RTO/ISO competitive processes in the Operations and
Maintenance areas.

Mike McDowell

Mr. McDowell was CEO for 16 years covering 8 states between employment with Heartland Consumers
Power District and Western States Power Corporation. During this time he arranged funding plans for
federal power customers’, US bureau of Reclamation, and US Army Corps of Engineers. He reviewed
and approved funding plans of interconnection maintenance, and construction projects of Joint
Transmission System, Missouri River Basin Power Project, and Whelan Energy Center2.
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Phase I – RFP, IEP, & Report
Development Process - Paul Suskie
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SPP Staff Action Upon Receipt of RFP Responses
■ Between December 6, 2019 and June 3, 2020, SPP staff received 10
proposals from 5 entities. All proposals were submitted by an entity/entities
that have been approved as Qualified RFP Participants (QRPs) as required by
Attachment Y Section III.2 of the SPP Tariff.
– Proposal A&B, C&D, E&F&G, H, I&J
■ On December 9, 2019, SPP Staff notified the 5 members of the Industry Expert
Pool of their selection to the Industry Expert Panel by SPP’s Oversight
Committee.
■ On June 15, 2020 SPP Staff gave the Industry Expert Panel Access to the 10
proposals for the IEP to begin the panel evaluation per Attachment Y
■ SPP Staff helped to facilitate the efforts of the Industry Expert Panel until the
IEP’s Report was finalized on September 13, 2020
– Attachment Y Section III.2(b)(vi) states that SPP staff shall facilitate the
IEP’s efforts
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SPP BOD Training Session
■ On September 11, 2020, SPP staff members conducted a training for SPP’s
BOD on SPP’s Transmission Owners Selection Process (TOSP)
– SPP Staff included:
■
■
■
■
■

Paul Suskie, EVP and GC
Ben Bright, Manager of Regulatory Processes
Aaron Shipley, Regulatory Analyst
Lanny Nickell, EVP and COO
Bruce Rew, SVP

■ Training included
■ Overview of SPP’s Transmission Planning Process
■ Overview of the Requirements of Attachment Y of SPP’s Tariff
■ Included a 2016 Walkemeyer IEP Report as an example

■ SPP BODs discussed use of the 3 Phase Process
■ Process was published on October 7, 2020
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Post IEP Evaluation Window Steps
■ Attachment Y requires SPP to produce two redacted versions of the
Internal Report, a Board of Directors report and a Public report.
– On September 13, 2020 the IEP finalized their Report
– From September 14, 2020 – October 12, 2020 SPP Staff
prepared two redacted versions of the Internal Report
– Report 1
■ Board of Directors Report – the RFP Respondents’ names are
redacted but not confidential information. Provided to the BOD
members by October 13, 2020.

– Report 2
■ Public Report – the RFP Respondents’ names and any confidential
information obtained during the TOSP are redacted. Posted publicly
on October 13, 2020 at www.spp.org
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Post IEP Evaluation Window Steps (Cont’d)
■ Per the SPP BOD’s 3 Phase Process SPP Staff received
topics/questions from entities who had areas that they wanted the IEP
to discuss during the October BODs meeting.
■ Upon receiving these topics/questions SPP Staff forwarded directly to
the IEP.
■ Any IEP responses were posted prior to the BOD meeting.
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Phase I – RFP, IEP, & Report
Development Process - Steve Strickland
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IEP Evaluation Process
- IEP Chair, Steve Strickland
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IEP Evaluation Process
■ The panel held its initial meeting by conference call on January 2,
2020

■ In all the panel held 6 conference calls prior to the beginning of the
evaluation window starting.
■ In these conference calls, the panel developed internal administrative
guidelines and procedures and identified resource requirements,
including:
-

email and documentation protocols
the need for outside consultant assistance
procedures to govern Requests for Information (RFI)
identified a process schedule
defined a successful project – project would perform as intended,
be constructed on schedule, and be within the budget
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IEP Evaluation Process (Cont.)
■ SPP Tariff - Attachment Y requirements:
– “The IEP shall score and rank each RFP Proposal in a nondiscriminatory manner…”
– “The IEP may recommend that any RFP Proposal be eliminated
from consideration due to a low score in any individual category.”
– “The IEP shall develop a final score for each RFP Proposal and
provide its recommended RFP Proposal and an alternate RFP
Proposal to the BOD…”
– “The RFP Proposal with the highest total score may not always be
recommended.”
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IEP Evaluation Process (Cont.)
■ “The IEP shall score and rank each RFP Proposal in a nondiscriminatory manner…”
– Prospective IEP members were screened to ensure no conflicts of
interest
– The IEP had no interaction with any representative of any proposal
and all contacts, such as RFI requests, were conducted by SPP
staff
– The IEP assigned each proposal a letter designation when the
proposals were received and referred to proposals by that
designation for the full evaluation period and in the report
– The IEP focused on finalizing the point allocations within each of
the five scoring categories independently before the points were
totaled and the proposal with the highest points was identified
19

IEP Evaluation Process (Cont’d)
■ On March 2, 2020 the IEP published the “IEP Direction to Bidders” document
to spp.org

– This document was required as part of process improvement efforts
following the first RFP SPP issued in 2015.
■ The Strategic Planning Committee (“SPC”) and Board of Directors (“BOD”)
did not feel it was appropriate to have the IEP share their scoring matrices
during the response window but agreed criteria to be evaluated by the IEP
should be provided as part of the document
■ Through the SPC and BOD meeting in July-October 2016 the Board
ultimately approved, “to seat the IEP early in the RFP process and required
to publish their scoring criteria as far in advance of the RFP Response
Window deadline as possible.”

– Following this direction from the motion by the SPP BOD, the IEP created
the Direction to Bidders Guidance document and published it on March
2, 2020, the midpoint of the RFP Response Window.
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IEP Evaluation Process (Cont’d)
■ Prior to the beginning of the evaluation window, the five scoring
category teams:
– developed scoring methodologies to assign points to the
evaluation criteria/sub-criteria
– assigned points to the criteria that would form the basis for their
evaluations
– adopted a common allocation methodology – 0% unacceptable,
50% good, 75% better, 100% best
■ Panelists were given access to all RFP Proposals on June 15, 2020

■ Panelists were also provided with SPP Tariff Attachment Y, Business
Practices related to the TOSP, and the Minimum Transmission Design
Standards Rev 2
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IEP Evaluation Process (Cont’d)
■ Panelists continued with weekly calls to
– Address scoring issues including:
o Overlapping scoring criteria/sub-criteria
o Ensuring appropriate weighting among scoring categories

– Focus the experts’ knowledge and experience on common rating
issues
– Identify any RFIs needed to clarify information in the reports
■ The primary and secondary experts also communicated with each
other outside of the weekly calls, as required

■ Panelists used SPP regulatory, legal, and planning staff and a
consultant for assistance on an as-needed basis
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IEP Evaluation Process (Cont’d)
■ Each Scoring Category Team:
– Identified criteria/subcriteria for rating using SPP Tariff and other
applicable factors
– Evaluated relevant information in each proposal to identify point
allocations using judgment/experience
– Compiled results in summary tables by scoring category and in total
■ The IEP determined the proposal allocated the most points was the tentative
recommended proposal
■ The IEP then performed a reality check to confirm that the top proposal
should be the Recommended RFP Proposal

■ The IEP did not take into consideration Incentive Points in its evaluation
because that process is outside its purview in Attachment Y
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IEP Evaluation Process (Cont’d)
■ Alternate Recommended RFP Proposal
– Attachment Y directs IEP to develop “a single recommendation for the SPP
Board of Directors consisting of its recommended RFP Proposal and an
alternate RFP Proposal for each Competitive Upgrade
– Tariff recognizes “[t]he RFP Proposal with the highest score may not always be
recommended.”
– IEP determined that Alternate Recommended RFP Proposal should not be the
one with the second highest point total because it was submitted by the same
Respondent as the Recommended RFP Proposal
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IEP Evaluation Process (Cont’d)
■ IEP Report Development
– Conducted eight cycles of report draft reviews
– Identified supporting information for inclusion in the Appendix
– Issued a final, confidential IEP Internal Report to SPP Staff on
September 13, 2020
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Phase II – IEP Substantive Evaluation of
10 RFP Proposals - Steve Strickland
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IEP Evaluations
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IEP Evaluations
■ “The IEP may recommend that any RFP Proposal be eliminated from
consideration due to a low score in any individual category.”
– Initial IEP identified several proposals that failed to meet one or
more engineering standards
– Current IEP focused on this issue early on and identified two
proposals that were deficient
o RFIs confirmed the deficiencies
o Proposals were not eliminated from consideration, but low scores in
Engineering Design placed them low in points ranking

– One proposal included a design that was outside good engineering
practice
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IEP Evaluations (Cont’d)
Category

Points

Engineering Design

200

Project Management/Construction

200

Operations

250

Rate Analysis

225

Finance

125

Incentive Points

100

Total Points

1,100

* See final report for assignment of points to criteria in each scoring category.
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IEP Evaluation Results and Rankings
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IEP Evaluation Results Reflecting Incentive Points
Scoring Results Matrix SPP-RFP-000002 Sooner-Wekiwa 345kV
Engineering
Project
Design
Management Operations Rate Analysis
(200pts)
(200pts)
(250pts)
(225pts)

Finance
(125pts)

Total
Score

Qualified for
Incentive Incentive
Pts?
Pts

Grand
Total
Score

RFP Proposal

PVRR

E

$ 66,114,007

130.3

184.0

199.6

159.0

105.0

777.9

Yes

100

877.9

F

$ 67,310,573

130.3

184.0

199.6

153.0

105.0

771.9

Yes

100

871.9

G

$ 68,607,732

131.3

184.0

199.6

146.0

105.0

765.9

Yes

100

865.9

D

$ 56,526,299

107.8

153.0

179.4

207.0

104.0

751.2

Yes

100

851.2

C

$ 64,859,168

127.3

153.0

179.4

166.0

104.0

729.7

Yes

100

829.7

I

$ 55,232,394

120.4

174.5

155.1

189.0

120.0

759.0

No

0

759.0

J

$ 58,727,435

120.4

174.5

155.1

177.0

120.0

747.0

No

0

747.0

H

$ 60,731,588

139.0

118.0

177.7

186.0

115.0

735.7

No

0

735.7

B

$ 52,255,801

0.0

112.0

136.8

180.0

103.0

531.8

No

0

531.8

A

$ 58,413,109

0.0

112.0

136.8

166.0

103.0

517.8

No

0

517.8

154.9

171.9

172.9

108.4

708.8

N/A

N/A

758.8

Average Score $60,877,811
100.7
*PVRR - Present Value Revenue Requirement
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IEP Recommendations
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IEP Recommendations
■ IEP Recommends Proposal E as the Recommended RFP Proposal for
RFP-000002
– Received highest point allocation of all proposals
– Met all evaluation criteria set by the IEP
– Exhibited strong performance in multiple scoring categories
o received the highest point allocations in the scoring categories
of Project Management and Operations
o received the third highest point allocations in the scoring
categories of Engineering Design and fourth highest point
allocation in Finance
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IEP Recommendations (Cont.)
■

In addition, Proposal E

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–

provided a well-defined environmental review and permitting process. The proposed
route was thoroughly reviewed and does not cross areas that were viewed as high risk for
obtaining approval,
identified proposed Project staff in all areas with good credentials as reflected in their
experience and resumes,
identified good material suppliers with prior relationships and a 3-year warranty on all
material,
included significant float in its schedule with a well-defined risk assessment and related
mitigation plans,
included a well-defined construction process/plan with a good safety program and
demonstrated record,
presented a history of significant construction of transmission facilities that were
completed on time and within budget across the United States and in the state where the
transmission line would be built,
provided a good description of how the Respondent would integrate the Project into its
operating system,
presented an impressive record of transmission switching accuracy,
described comprehensive contractor safety program with stringent safety requirements
that must be met and safety reviews, and
documented the Respondent’s ability to perform live maintenance work on 345 kV
transmission lines and its in-house training facilities for this type of work.
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IEP Recommendations (Cont.)
■

Summary of Proposal E
–

Proposed route:
■

–

–

–

75.4 mile single circuit 345 kV

Structure:
■

Configuration: Single pole delta braced post on steel

■

Foundation Type: Direct Embed

■

Material: Steel – Galvanized Steel

■

Total Structures: 431

Conductor:
■

Type: ACSS/TW “Drake” Bundle of 2

■

Size: 795 kcmil

Proposed construction complete date:

■
–

January 1, 2026

Cost:
■

40-year Net Present Value: $66,114,007

■

Cost guarantees
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IEP Evaluations
■ SPP Tariff
– “The IEP shall develop a final score for each RFP Proposal and
provide its recommended RFP Proposal and an alternate RFP
Proposal to the BOD…”
– “The RFP Proposal with the highest total score may not always be
recommended.”
– “[i]f at any time the Transmission Owner cannot meet one or more
of the terms agreed to in the NTC or cannot meet the regulatory
approval need date set forth in the RFP for a Competitive Upgrade
if applicable, it shall notify the Transmission Provider in a timely
manner.”
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IEP Alternate Proposal Recommendation
■ IEP recommends Proposal I as the Recommended Alternate Proposal
– Received the fourth highest point total, within about 3% of
Proposal E’s total score
– Received the highest allocation of points in the Finance scoring
category, and fourth highest in Project Management and Rate
Analysis
– Submitted by a Respondent viewed as having the capability and
experience to construct the Project successfully
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IEP Alternate Proposal Recommendation
■ IEP does not recommend the proposals receiving the second and third
highest point totals
– Proposals E, F, and G received the top three, point allocations
– These proposals were submitted by the same Respondent
– These proposals differed only in conductor and structure
configuration
– These differences are unlikely to be the cause of Respondent’s
inability to “meet one or more of the terms agreed to in the NTC or
cannot meet the regulatory approval need date”
– In that circumstance, Proposals F and G also would likely be
unable to meet the terms of the NTC and/or the regulatory
approval need date
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IEP Alternate Proposal Recommendation
■ IEP does not recommend Proposals D or C as the alternate
– Proposal D’s single conductor design is counter to good
engineering practice
– Proposal C jumps to fifth place only with Incentive Points
o

IEP did not consider Incentive Points in its evaluation of the Recommended or
Alternate because that process is external to the IEP’s purview and not part of the
IEP’s evaluation process as describe in Attachment Y

o

IEP could not evaluate the merits of a proposal receiving Incentive Points compared
to merits of other proposals
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IEP Alternate Proposal Recommendations (Cont’d)
■ Summary of Proposal I

– Proposed route:
■ 73.0 mile single circuit 345 kV

– Structure:
■
■
■
■

Configuration: Delta – V-strings on Davit Arms
Foundation Type: Direct embed poles and guy anchors
Material: Weathering Steel monopoles
Total Structures: 445

– Conductor:
■ Type: ACSS/TW “Pheasant”
■ Size: 1272 kcmil

– Proposed construction complete date:
■

No later than January 1, 2026

– Cost:
■ 40-year Net Present Value: $55,232,394
■ Cost guarantees
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Questions

41

IEP Recommendation
■ Approve the IEP report and designate a Designated Transmission
Owner (DTO) and Alternate DTO as recommended by the IEP.
■ RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Motion to approve the IEP’s recommendation to designate the DTO and Alternate
DTO as recommended by the IEP in the IEP Report.
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Staff Recommendation
■ RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Motion to direct SPP Staff to issue a NTC to the DTO, per SPP’s Tariff
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IEP Response to Respondent Questions Related to
IEP Transmission Provider Internal Report for RFP000002
The Industry Expert Panel provides these responses to questions submitted to SPP by
Respondents. Many of the questions touched on similar topics, so the questions have been
summarized in the responses below.
I.

Questions related to the IEP’s procedures

1.

Questions regarding the scoring methodologies developed by the IEP scoring category
teams compared to those of the IEP commissioned in 2016.

Response: The IEP for the Sooner-Wekiwa 345 kV Transmission Line Project reviewed the
procedures and scoring methodologies of the IEP commissioned in 2016. In some cases the IEP
utilized the same or similar procedures and scoring methodologies, and in some cases it did not.
The IEP used the skills and experiences of its current members to focus on the current project,
always seeking to improve upon previous practices and apply those it believed appropriate to the
unique project at hand. The IEP did not conduct its work in a way that would duplicate that of
the prior IEP or attempt to reconcile its work with the prior IEP.
2.

Question regarding the level of detail of the IEP’s scoring methodologies provide in the
IEP Direction to Bidders Document.

Response: The IEP used the IEP Direction to Bidders Document to inform Respondents of the
criteria/sub-criteria that the IEP intended to use in its evaluation process in addition to those
specified in Attachment Y. SPP Staff advised the IEP that the SPP Strategic Planning Committee
and Board of Directors (“BOD”) did not believe it was appropriate for the IEP to provide the
relative weighting of these factors to Respondents.

3.

Question related to the independence and objectivity of the IEP.

Response: Attachment Y directs that the IEP conduct its work in a non-discriminatory manner.
Several steps were taken to ensure this was achieved. SPP screened prospective IEP members to
ensure members would have no conflicts of interest. No IEP member had any interaction with
any representative of any proposal and all contacts, such as RFI requests, were conducted by SPP
staff. The IEP assigned each proposal a letter designation when the proposals were received and
referred to proposals by that designation for the full evaluation period and in the report to avoid
focus on the identity of any Respondent. The IEP focused on finalizing the point allocations within

each of the five scoring categories independently before the points were totaled and the
proposal with the highest points was identified to avoid any focus on how changes to scoring in
one area would affect the overall outcome.

II.
1.

Questions related to the IEP’s substantive evaluations
Questions related to consistency of the point spread used in the various scoring
categories.

Response: The IEP continually focused on ensuring that the allocation of points for each scoring
category was in keeping with the allocation of points in Attachment Y; that is, that one scoring
category was not out of line in its relative weighting. The adoption of a common scoring
philosophy -- – 0% unacceptable, 50% good, 75% better, 100% best -- is an example of that effort.
Each scoring category team evaluated the information supplied in the proposals against the
applicable criteria and sub-criteria to allocate points consistent with that philosophy.
2.

Question related to the evaluation of a proposed single-strand conductor in the
Engineering evaluation.

Response: The single conductor design for 345 kV is not the standard engineering practice
currently utilized by the industry. The IEP panel and the subject matter experts it consulted
from around the world agreed that, theoretically, as the proposal calculations showed, the
requirements of an acceptable design could be met with several caveats. The operating
conditions, ambient weather conditions, and insulator hardware assemblies would all have to
be optimal to meet the corona, noise, and other operating requirements. In addition, no
examples of single conductor applications were cited or identified in operation beyond a few
initial installations in the 1960-70s and some special high mountainous or cross waterway
installations where the corona and noise constraints are not a concern. A single conductor 345
kV was not sufficiently supported to warrant the inherent operating risks on the SPP
transmission system.
3.

Question related to the role of Reliability Metrics in the Operations evaluation.

Answer: Each IEP scoring category team evaluated information provided in each proposal for
each of the applicable criteria and sub-criteria. In the case of the Operations scoring category,
three criteria and multiple sub-criteria were evaluated and each proposals received the point
allocation deemed appropriate relative to the other proposals.

4.

Question related to the criteria used in the Project Management evaluation.

Response: The nine criteria used in the Project Management evaluation were listed in Section 2
of the IEP Final Report. These nine criteria were further divided into sub-criteria to assist in the
evaluation and allocation of points. Table 12 in the Final Report lists the final scoring by
proposals for each of the nine criteria. Scoring for each of the sub-criteria is located in the Project
Management section of the Appendix.
5.

Question related to the role of safety in the Operations evaluation.

Response: The evaluation for the safety criteria involve more than just Safety Manuals and their
explanation of safety programs. Multiple other sub-criteria related to safety also were
considered.
6.

Question related to the role of switching in the Operations evaluation.

Response: While the Project does not involve active switching of the transmission line, the RFP
Section 3.2A includes a request for any specific operations plans, including monitoring, switching,
outage coordination related to the Reliability Matrix.
7.

Question related to the impact of cost in the evaluation of the recommended
Transmission Owner.

Response: The intent of the competitive bidding process as expressed in Attachment Y approved
by FERC, is to result in a cost-efficient result. The process of competitive bidding in itself
encourages Respondents to submit a proposal that includes a competitive cost. One measure of
the success of that objective is to compare the total project costs in the proposals to the project
cost SPP approved for this project. The total project cost in each proposal is less than the project
cost approved by SPP. A second way of encouraging cost efficiency is in the evaluation of the
proposals, which includes as one of five areas of evaluation the overall cost. The point totals for
each proposal resulted from the sum of the point allocations for each of the five scoring
categories. The IEP does not set the weighting of cost in relation to other factors that must be
considered. Attachment Y does that. It is worth noting that for the 1,000 points that the IEP is
directed to allocate, approximately two-thirds are related to engineering, construction and
operation of the project, while one-third of the points are related to securing financing and the
cost of construction and operation.

8.

Question related to whether the cost impact of the Rate Analysis area was underweighted
in the total scoring.

Response: In the Rate Analysis scoring category, the point range of 135 to 200 was slightly more
than 50% from lowest Present Value Revenue Requirement to highest. The actual range of PVRR
figures ($52.5 million to $68.6 million) was slightly over 30%. Therefore, the point allocation used
in the Rate Analysis scoring resulted in a higher overall impact than the actual difference in the
PVRR range. This differential was viewed as reasonable and acceptable because of the intent of
the competitive process is to result in a cost effective and efficient project.

There were two additional questions that were specifically addressed to SPP.

1.

Following the October 27, 2020 Board Meeting and selection of the DTO, will SPP be
releasing a revised version of the IEP Transmission Provider Report without out all of the
redaction to allow each Bidder to see the details of the evaluation?

Response: Attachment Y of the SPP tariff requires that Staff prepare and publish a public version
of the IEP Recommendation Report that redacts the names of any RFP Respondents and any
confidential information obtained during the TOSP. At this time, SPP does not have any plans to
produce further un-redacted versions of the IEP Report.
2.

Will SPP initiate a task force to revisit the TOSP process and scoring in order to look at
opportunities to make the process more efficient and reduce the cost of the IEP
evaluation process?

Response: SPP Staff would welcome the opportunity to work with a task force to continue to
improve the competitive bidding process. The prior task force was disbanded by the MOPC in
2018.

