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SOUTHWEST POWER POOL 

TRANSMISSION OWNER SELECTION PROCESS TASK FORCE MEETING 

 

March 22, 2021 

Net Conference 

SUMMARY OF MOTIONS AND ACTION ITEMS 

1) Motion - Joe Richardson motioned to approve the March 22, 2021 meeting minutes.  

Tom Hestermann seconded and the minutes were approved unanimously as submitted. 

2) Motion – Brian Johnson motioned to approve the agenda.  Pat Hayes seconded and the 

agenda was approved unanimously as submitted. 

3) Action Item – Brian Johnson and Joe Richardson were nominated to serve as the Vice 

Chair of the task force.  Brian Johnson received the majority of votes and will serve as the 

Vice Chair. 

4) Action Item - The task force requested Staff to seek if a Statistician can be made 

available to help research and analyze past IEP scoring from a statistical perspective to 

determine the impact from one point to another across categories.  
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SOUTHWEST POWER POOL 

TRANSMISSION OWNER SELECTION PROCES TASK FORCE MEETING 

 

March 22, 2021 

Net Conference 

 

MINUTES 

AGENDA ITEM 1 – ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 

SPP Chair Steve Drew called the meeting to order at 12 p.m. The following members were in 

attendance or represented by proxy: 

Steve Drew NextEra Energy Transmission, LLC 

Pat Hayes LS Power 

Tom Hestermann Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 

Daryl Huslig Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. 

Brian Johnson American Electric Power-OK Transmission Co. 

Brenda Prokop ITC Great Plains 

Joe Richardson Xcel Energy 

Quorum was established with all task force members present. 

The TOSPTF Meeting Minutes for March 22, 2021 were approved unanimously as submitted. 

Brian Johnson and Joe Richardson were both nominated to serve as the Vice Chair for the task 

force.  Steve Drew asked both to speak on why they sought to become the Vice Chair and what 

their view of the position was.  Following which task force members submitted their votes to 

Aaron Shipley, Staff Secretary and it was announced that Brian Johnson will serve as the Vice 

Chair for the task force. 

AGENDA ITEM 2 – TOSP IMPROVEMENT CATEGORIES DISCUSSION 

2a) Better correlation of costs/estimates - Brenda Prokop discussed the different expressions of 

costs and estimates that are part of the Transmission Owner Selectin Process (TOSP).  After 

some review and discussion she noted there are two main issues surrounding this matter, 1) IEP 

evaluation clarity; 2) Uncertainty for SPP Staff on how to communicate the various costs at the 

end of the process: RFP Response Estimate (“RRE”), Present Value Revenue Requirement 

(“PVRR”), or Engineering & Construction Cost (“E&C”).  Ms. Prokop is reviewing the level of 

guidance that currently exist in the Tariff and Business Practices to determine if it is sufficient 
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and if not, to what extent further information is appropriate.  She noted next steps are to 

continue the discussion to ensure all members understand what the different measures of cost 

are.  The task force supported researching whether multiple cost estimates should be reported 

and better defining what each means.  For example, the RRE is potentially more of an E&C cost 

of a project up until the project goes in service, and then the PVRR applies to represent cost 

after it is in service.  Therefore both numbers would be communicated post award of a project.  

2b) Cost Effective and Efficient – Pat Hayes presented research on what SPPs Tariff and other 

Regional Transmission Organizations (“RTOs”) governing documents say regarding cost effective 

and efficient.  He noted SPPs does not speak directly to this matter in the Integrated 

Transmission Planning (“ITP”) language but does feel it should have language requiring that cost 

effective and efficient be part of the process.  These terms would need to be further defined as 

to exactly what they mean and how they would be viewed.  Brian Johnson, expressed his 

thoughts that the SPP process by design meets this checks and balance concern.  Mr. Hayes 

stressed that efficient should not be just cost but should be focused on overall value.  Ms. 

Prokop noted that the references to other RTOs Tariffs around cost effective and efficient relate 

to the planning processes and not to the competitive processes and that selection in a planning 

process is focused on selection of solutions and not proposals.  Mr. Hayes agreed this is a 

relevant distinction and will follow up to clarify the cost effective and efficient matter specific to 

the competitive process not just the planning process. 

2c) Evaluation and Valuation of Cost Certainty Guarantees – Joe Richardson presented 

information discussing what role cost certainty guarantees play in the TOSP.  He expressed 

concern for how guarantees are captured and enforced in the years following project award and 

concern seeking to ensure the Industry Expert Panel (“IEP”) is properly equipped to review such 

guarantees.  There was discussion that these types of guarantees might should be required to 

be filed at FERC to serve as a record and way for them to be enforced more easily in future 

years.  He noted that the task force should reach out to past IEPs to gauge how these matters 

where viewed and evaluated.  Are there any steps required to help ensure the proper evaluation 

of such guarantees or any assistance the IEP might need.  The task force will survey the past IEPs 

to better understand how this part of the TOSP has been executed and what might need to be 

done if anything to improve this area.  

2d) Governing Document Updates – Aaron Shipley presented a summary of key items that need 

to be addressed in the SPP Tariff Attachment Y and Order 1000 Business Practices.  General 

clean-up is needed to ensure the documents are consistent with intent and application of the 

process.  He noted that Staff would propose extending the seven day Request for Proposal 

(“RFP”) requirement to 45 days following Board approval.  This change is needed to allow Staff 

the required time to build the RFP and RFP Response Forms.  Many times the final planning 

portfolio is changing right up to the Markets and Operation Policy Committee (“MOPC”) and 

Board meetings which limits how much proactive work can be done ahead of final approvals.  

During discussion it was noted this change would have no impact on the overall one year 

timeline a TOSP requires, it would simply shift some of the weeks from the end of the process to 
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the start and would more accurately align with the workflow of the process.  Other key matters 

noted were to allow the Oversight Committee the authority to seat all panels, remove or modify 

the requirement for the Board to approve all changes to a RFP post issuance, and that Section 

VIII of Attachment Y should be reviewed by the task force for any necessary modifications.  Staff 

will present a draft RR for approval by the task force during the April 5, 2021 meeting. 

2e) IEP – Joe Richardson lead a discussion on the IEP and use of the “Good, Better, Best” scoring 

concept applied by past IEPs.  He is going to consult with other task force members to gauge 

their thought on this approach and if it should continue, if so, seek how best to document this 

approach, how should it be defined in the Direction to Bidders document published by the IEP?  

This direction on how an IEP will approach scoring is a matter the task force will discuss with the 

Strategic Planning Committee (“SPC”) to gain their input on whether this is a change they 

support or if they would not support placing certain parameters around how the IEP approaches 

their evaluations.  The task force requested Staff to seek if a Statistician can be made available to 

help research and analyze past IEP scoring from a statistical perspective to determine the impact 

from one point to another across categories. 

2f 1&2) IEP Direction to Bidders – Pat Hayes combined this agenda item with 2l as they are 

similar in nature.  Mr. Hayes presented information around what items should potentially be 

required of the IEP Direction to Bidders guidance document.  Mr. Hayes felt the scoring matrix 

and approach an IEP will use was appropriate to be documented at this point of the process to 

ensure that during evaluations scoring is consistent and not modified once bids have been 

reviewed.  This concept will be expanded on in future meetings but will also be part of the 

information presented for discussion with the SPC as to what the task force recommends in 

future TOSPs.  The SPC guidance on this matter provide direction on where the task force should 

focus efforts. 

2g) Incentive Points – Steve Drew referenced Business Practice 7650 (“BP”) and discussed how it 

currently defines what submissions in the Detailed Project Proposal (“DPP”) process would 

qualify to receive incentive points.  He is still researching this matter and will bring a 

presentation in a future meeting but expressed the thought he believes the task force can 

propose changes to the list of items that qualify as DPPs to positively impact this planning 

process.  The task force at this time does not feel it is necessary to propose removal of incentive 

points, they bring value to the process, and the current model better aligns with the SPP 

processes than other models used by peer RTOs. 

2h) Minimum Transmission Design Standards (“MTDS”) – Brian Johnson noted the MTDS Task 

Force (“MTDSTF”) has started meeting and reviewing the MTDS document.  He noted they have 

a work plan to complete their work and have an updated version in place for approvals at the 

October 2021 MOPC meeting.   
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2i) Post Bid Meeting – Aaron Shipley noted that he and Mr. Huslig have not met on this topic yet 

given the lower priority ranking of other task force work.  Mr. Shipley will reach out to other 

RTOs to review how they approach this concept. 

2j) Question & Answer Timeline – Steve Drew asked the task force if there were any objections 

to extending the deadline for when questions may be asked of SPP during the RFP Response 

Window.  There were none and the task force felt it was reasonable because it is unlikely there 

would be time in the development of the RFP Proposal to make any substantive changes that 

late in the response window.  It was proposed and supported the timeline deadline should be 

extended from 15 calendar days to calendar 30 days prior to the close of the RFP Response 

Window.  Staff will bring the redlined BP7700 for approval at the next meeting reflecting this 

change. 

2k1) RFP Response Form – Feedback on RFP Response Forms – Steve Drew noted not much 

work has started on this topic but has a plan to ask his staff to review the RFP Response Forms 

and not any potential improvements that should be made.  He will provide this checklist to the 

task force at a future meeting. 

2k2) RFP Response Form – Confidential Information Treatment – Joe Richardson reviewed how 

other RTOs approach this matter in their competitive processes.  He noted that some have items 

in their Tariff defining what topics/parts of responses would not be treated as confidential and 

do not simply rely on bidders to determine was may be treated as confidential.  The task force 

supported this type of approach as it should help the IEP Public Report SPP Staff is able to 

publish at the end of the process.  Currently many items are redacted because they were marked 

confidential by the respondent.  Joe will continue to present this matter at future meetings and 

work to note what types of items would apply to SPP as being fundamentally treated as non-

confidential in the TOSP. 

2k3) RFP Response Form – PVRR Base Year – Steve Drew noted this topic was to determine what 

year a RFP Proposal should base its cost estimates and PVRR on.  Should it be the year the RFP 

is issued or the year the project is awarded in the situation a TOSP occurs over two different 

years?  It was supported that the year proposals are recommended to the Board and awarded is 

the year proposals should be built around. 

2l) Scoring Rubric and Approach – As noted earlier, Pat Hayes combined his report on this topic 

with item 2f. 

AGENDA ITEM 3 – SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS 

The task force reviewed action items captured during the meeting.  See the “Summary of 

Motions and Action Items” section above for items captured during the meeting.  
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AGENDA ITEM 4 – DISCUSSION OF FUTURE MEETINGS 

The next TOSPTF meeting is scheduled for April 5 from 9 a.m. -1 p.m.  Aaron Shipley will survey 

the task force for future meeting dates. 

 

Steve Drew adjourned the meeting at 4:00 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Aaron Shipley 

Secretary 
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Meeting Attendees – 

All task force members were present as noted under Minutes Administration section 

Andrea Harrison, Western Farmers Electric Corporation 

Andrew Berg, Missouri River Energy Services 

Angie Anderson, Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 

Bernie Cevera, Bernard Cevera Consulting 

Brian Rounds, AESL Consulting 

Calvin Daniels, Western Farmers Electric Corporation 

Chris Colson, WAPA-UGP 

Cindy Ireland, Arkansas Public Service Commission 

Dennis Reed, Midwest Regulatory Consulting, LLC 

Eric Jones, Omaha Public Power District 

Jeremy Harris, Evergy Companies 

Kristina Luke Fry, Kansas Corporation Commission 

Prajakta Pawar, Liberty Utilities 

Robert Safuto, Customized Energy Solutions 

Ryan Gibbons, Avangrid Networks 

Steve Hardebeck, Oklahoma Gas & Electric 

Ben Bright, SPP 

Aaron Shipley, SPP 

Nicole Wagner, SPP 

Chris Cranford, SPP 

Kirk Hall, SPP 

Don Frerking, SPP 

Denise Martin, SPP 

Lee Elliott, SPP 

Tammy Bright, SPP 

Tessie Kentner, SPP 

 


