
 

 

 
ADDENDUM ONE - REVISED 
QUESTIONS and ANSWERS 

 
 
Date:  March 17, 2021  
 
To:  All Bidders  
 
From:  Annette Walton/Dianna Gilliland, Buyers 

AS Materiel State Purchasing Bureau (SPB) 
 
RE: Addendum for Request for Proposal Number 6463 Z1 to be opened March 29, 2021 at 2:00 

P.M. Central Time 
 
 

Questions and Answers 
 
Following are the questions submitted and answers provided for the above mentioned Request 
for Proposal. The questions and answers are to be considered as part of the Request for Proposal.  
It is the Bidder’s responsibility to check the State Purchasing Bureau website for all addenda or 
amendments. 

Question 
Number 

RFP 
Section 

Reference 

Question State Response 

1.  At the bottom of page 22 of the RFP 
states “Contractor attests that the 
Contractor and Contractor’s 
employees are not receiving a 
salary, pension income or post-
retirement health care benefits from 
any entity that is subject to 
assessments necessary to defray 
the NPRB’s expenses as set out in 
Neb. Rev. Stat. § 70-1020.”    
 
As a retiree of a Nebraska utility, I 
receive pension income and post-
retirement health care benefits.   
Based on the statement above, I 
would not be eligible to be the 
contractor.  Please confirm.   

The last paragraph in RFP 
6463 Z1, section III.J. stating 
that “Contractor attests that the 
Contractor and Contractor’s 
employees are not receiving a 
salary, pension income or 
post-retirement health care 
benefits from any entity that is 
subject to assessments 
necessary to defray the 
NPRB’s expenses as set out in 
Neb. Rev. Stat. § 70-1020.” is 
deleted from the RFP and 
replaced with the following 
language: 
“Contractor attests that as of 
March 1, 2021, the Contractor 
is not receiving a salary from 
any entity that is subject to 
assessments necessary to 
defray the NPRB’s expenses 
as set out in Neb. Rev. Stat. § 
70-1020.  Contractor also 
attests that if Contractor,  or 
any of Contractor’s employees 
for whom there is a reasonable 
expectation that they will or 
might attend SPP-related 
meetings if they or their firm 
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are the successful bidder, 
receive pension income or 
post-retirement health care 
benefits from an entity subject 
to assessments necessary to 
defray the NPRB’s expenses 
as set out in Neb. Rev. Stat. § 
70-1020, that they retired or 
otherwise ceased their 
employment with the entity at 
least four years prior to July 1, 
2021.” Contractor attests that 
as of March 1, 2021, neither 
the Contractor nor any of 
Contractor’s subcontractors 
are receiving a salary from any 
entity that is subject to 
assessments necessary to 
defray the NPRB’s expenses 
as set out in Neb. Rev. Stat. § 
70-1020.  Contractor also 
attests that if Contractor,  or 
any of Contractor’s employees 
for whom there is a reasonable 
expectation that they will or 
might attend SPP-related 
meetings if they or their firm 
are the successful bidder, 
receive pension income or 
post-retirement health care 
benefits from an entity subject 
to assessments necessary to 
defray the NPRB’s expenses 
as set out in Neb. Rev. Stat. § 
70-1020, that they retired or 
otherwise ceased their 
employment with the entity at 
least four years prior to July 1, 
2021.” 

2.  Based on the statement in Question 
1, Would I be eligible to be a 
subcontractor?  I would not be an 
employee of the Contractor.   
Please confirm. 

See the answer to Question 1.  
Consistent with new language 
in the last paragraph in Section 
III.J., the person would be 
eligible to be a subcontractor 
unless he or she is expected to 
attend SPP meetings if he or 
she or the person’s firm is the 
successful bidder, and the 
subcontractor retired from an 
entity subject to assessments 
necessary to defray the 
NPRB’s expenses as set out in 
Neb. Rev. Stat. § 70-1020 
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within the four years prior to 
July 1, 2021. 

3. III.J.3.c / 
III.J.3.e. 

Conflict of Interest would not allow 
consulting assignments where the 
entity is a transmission-owning 
member of SPP (III.J.3.c or 
III.J.3.e).  Would it be permissible to 
accept a consulting assignment 
from a transmission owner, for 
example Lincoln Electric System 
(LES)?   
 
LES is an owner of transmission in 
SPP but is not classified as a 
transmission-owning member of 
SPP.  LES is a transmission-using 
member and is allocated their pro-
rata share of transmission costs 
that are approved by the SPP 
Board of Directors.   CAWG and 
RSC decisions regarding 
transmission cost allocation would 
directly impact LES financially.  
How is that not a conflict of interest?    

At the end of sections III.J.3.c., 
III.J.3.d. and III.J.3.e. the 
following language is added: 
“Transmission-owning 
member of the SPP shall mean 
any entity that is either a 
transmission owning member 
of the SPP under SPP’s 
bylaws or an entity that is a 
member of the SPP 
designated as a transmission 
owner under the Open Access 
Transmission Tariff (and thus 
participates in the SPP cost 
allocation for transmission 
assets).” 
Under this language, a 
consulting assignment for the 
Lincoln Electric System (LES) 
would constitute a conflict of 
interest under the provisions of 
RFP 6463 Z1, section III.J.3.c. 

4.  SPP transmission-using members 
who do not own transmission are 
impacted by transmission cost 
allocation as they buy transmission 
service from the SPP tariff and/or 
SPP transmission-owning member 
tariffs, for example Municipal 
Energy Agency of Nebraska 
(MEAN).   Transmission cost 
allocation is one of the components 
of the transmission tariffs 
mentioned above.  When MEAN 
buys transmission service from 
OPPD, NPPD, SPP, the cost of the 
transmission service is impacted by 
transmission cost allocation.  Would 
a consulting agreement with a SPP 
member be a conflict of interest 
since transmission cost allocation 
impacts the cost to SPP members 
regardless of transmission-owning 
or transmission-using status?      

The State acknowledges that 
SPP’s transmission tariff will 
ultimately have an impact on 
virtually every Nebraska power 
supplier, regardless whether 
the entity is a transmission 
owner or transmission 
user/dependent.  The State 
also recognizes that it is 
beneficial to all parties to have 
the rules regarding what 
constitutes a conflict of interest 
as clear as possible.  To that 
end, the State chose to 
designate consulting 
assignments for any Nebraska 
utility that is a transmission-
owning member of the SPP 
(see response to Question 3 
for definition of the term 
“transmission-owning 
member”), or any assignment 
that would involve work that 
could be adverse in nature to 
any such utility, as constituting 
a conflict of interest.  Under 
this distinction, consulting 
assignments for power 
suppliers that are 
transmission-using or 
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transmission-dependent, and 
not listed as a transmission 
owner under SPP’s bylaws or 
Open Access Transmission 
Tariff (which would include the 
Municipal Energy Agency of 
Nebraska), would not 
constitute a conflict of interest 
under the provisions of RFP 
6463 Z1. 

5.  SPP transmission cost allocation 
would impact the transmission tariff 
for any entity purchasing 
transmission service from the SPP 
tariff or a SPP member, for example 
Nebraska City Utilities (NCU).   
When NCU buys transmission 
service from OPPD or SPP, the 
cost of the transmission service is 
impacted by transmission cost 
allocation.  Would a consulting 
agreement with an entity 
purchasing transmission service 
from the SPP tariff or a SPP 
member be a conflict of interest 
since transmission cost allocation 
impacts the transmission cost to 
non-SPP members?    

The fact that a power supplier 
purchases transmission 
services from a transmission-
owning member of the SPP, 
and is thus indirectly affected 
by the SPP’s transmission cost 
allocation, does not, by itself, 
constitute a conflict of interest 
under RFP 6463 Z1, section 
III.J.  (See also the answer to 
Question 4, which is hereby 
incorporated herein).  Due to 
this, a consulting assignment 
with an entity that purchases 
transmission service under the 
SPP tariff or from an SPP 
member would not, based on 
that fact alone, constitute a 
conflict of interest.  The State 
points out that in the third 
paragraph of Section III.J., 
Contractor agrees it will not 
accept a consulting 
assignment with another entity 
that would or could reasonably 
be expected to require the 
Contractor to take a position 
that is adverse to utilities that 
are members of the SPP.  So 
long as the consulting 
assignment in the scenario in 
Question 5 does not involve an 
entity that is a transmission-
owning member of the SPP, or 
place the Contractor in a 
position where he or she may 
be taking a position adverse to 
a utility that is a member of the 
SPP (whether transmission-
owning or transmission 
using/dependent), it would not 
constitute a conflict of interest 
under RFP 6463 Z1, section 
III.J. 
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This addendum will become part of the Request for Proposal and should be acknowledged with 
the Request for Proposal response.  

 
 


