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Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft agenda for State Agencies’ to-be-

scheduled February 2021 technical forum on Governance Reform.1 Public Interest Organizations strongly 

support New England states’ initiation of these discussions to ensure the region’s grid governance is 

consistent with and helps facilitate state clean energy and decarbonization policies. As New England 

states launch this process, we have the following overarching comments: 

 

● In addition to ensuring markets help achieve climate goals, it is essential that State Agencies 

center the need to address health-damaging local air pollution and environmental justice in 

the region’s energy system, within the New England Energy Vision process and discussions. 

 

● Consistent with our organizations’ November 14, 2020, letter to states (attached), we urge 

State Agencies to provide inclusive and accessible opportunities for diverse stakeholders in 

each state to learn about these issues and weigh in; this should include additional meetings 

beyond the currently planned technical meetings. While we look forward to the upcoming 

technical meetings, we are concerned that these sessions’ format, timing, and structure will 

primarily engage stakeholders, including our own organizations, that are already involved in these 

discussions, and will not facilitate broader participation and feedback. In particular, State 

Agencies should make additional efforts to ensure public processes are accessible, so that affected 

communities can meaningfully participate in decisions that impact their health and environment. 

This includes: (1) holding evening meetings; (2) holding multiple regional/state-specific meetings 

that will allow for concerned residents to learn more about how potential changes may impact 

their communities; (3) ensuring that meetings meet accessibility needs, including language 

interpretation, subtitles, and phone-in options; and (4) providing a clear followup plan for 

incorporating community feedback as states work to reform the regional grid. 

 

 
1 https://newenglandenergyvision.files.wordpress.com/2020/12/governance-final.pdf 



 

The actions above are essential to ensuring an open and accessible public process that meaningfully 

engages New England residents and workers most at risk from climate change and health-harming 

pollution and who bear the brunt of environmental degradation.  

 

We also offer the following comments on the draft agenda for the Governance Reform Forum: 

 

February 2021 Meeting (date to be confirmed) 

 

● Topic: Introduction to governance at ISO-NE  

→  How are decisions made at ISO-NE (i.e., proposals brought through stakeholder 

process to board for approval)? 

 

○ Comment: This topic (and subsequent agenda items) should include an overview of 

the NEPOOL voting sectors and discussion of whether these sectors and their voting 

shares are reflective of state and regional priorities, including consumer protection 

and environmental laws and values. Further, examine ways that some of the largest 

incumbent entities in NEPOOL can dominate voting outcomes that favor themselves 

by self-selecting membership of one of several sectors. As well, please include in this 

discussion the recommendation presented in the Connecticut Draft IRP such as 

additional accountability requirements for the Board to consider state alternatives to 

ISO-NE proposed rule changes and to convey to the states the basis for any proposals 

rejected by the Board. 

 

● Topic:  Identification and discussion of current problems with the governance structure in  

ISO-NE 

→  State’s role in board member selection? 

 

○ Comment: This topic (and subsequent agenda items) should include a discussion of 

whether dedicated Board member slots are needed to represent the interests of 

consumers, front-line communities that experience disproportionate impacts of  and 

environmental interests in the region.  

 

● Topic: Identification and discussion of current problems with the governance structure in  

ISO-NE 

→  Lack of transparency with Board decisions because no public access to these 

meetings and only exceptionally high-level summaries of board meetings 

 

○ Comment: Boards in several other ISOs/RTOs follow significantly greater 

transparency protocols, including CAISO broadcasting their directors’ meetings on 

YouTube. Lack of transparency should also be discussed with respect to the 

stakeholder process in NEPOOL, which, unlike stakeholder processes in other 

ISO/RTO grid regions, is closed to members of the public and the press. 

 

● Topic: Identification and discussion of current problems with the governance structure in  



 

ISO-NE 

→  Why is this relevant for ratepayers in New England? 

○ Comment: Related to the NEPOOL sector and sector voting shares discussion 

recommended above, this topic should examine the rate implications and the non-rate 

benefits and costs of achieving state climate and clean energy policies dependent on a 

stakeholder process in NEPOOL where consumers and public interest organizations 

represent less than one-sixth of the vote and states do not have a vote. Often, a group 

of sectors vote in a block, which prevents progress toward market rules that 

encourage participation by and expansion of clean energy resources. These 

discussions should explore ways to remove barriers for participation. 

● Topic; Discussion of RTO/ISO governance best practices 

○ Comment: RTOs/ISOs have found themselves with de facto authority over electricity 

policy for much of the nation. However, their governance structures may not enable 

the reasoned decision making this authority demands, much less provide for the 

electoral accountability that should inform the types of value judgments involved in 

policymaking.  RTOs/ISOs focus on a subset of reliability issues to the exclusion of 

others; have great difficulty considering  the tradeoffs between resource adequacy, 

cost, equity, and environment; and overweight the interests of commercial actors. 

→  Mission 

○ Comment: ISO-NE governance may be structurally incapable of properly considering 

consumer costs, non-rate benefits and costs of market rules or state clean energy 

mandates. We suggest that the panel include discussion of the governance 

arrangements in MISO and SPP, which both give state governments greater authority 

over RTO/ISO decision making.  


