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Southwest Power Pool’s RTO West Market Proposal 

Public Interest Organizations’ Principles for Good RTO Governance  

March 3, 2021 

Introduction 

On November 12, 2020, the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) announced its “RTO West” market proposal. 
If successful, RTO West will involve the current Western Energy Imbalance Service (“WEIS”) members 
joining SPP’s existing RTO, with the potential for additional western utilities to join in the future.1 Unlike 
its previous effort to expand its RTO westward (in partnership with the Mountain West Transmission 
Group of utilities), this proposal does not currently envision the creation of an entirely separate 
governance and participation framework for SPP’s Western Interconnection participants.2 Rather, it is 
presumed that the RTO’s future western participants would join SPP under its current participation and 
governance framework, with the opportunity to make minor necessary changes to the tariff to enable 
their seamless integration into the SPP market.3  

Since November, SPP’s Strategic Planning Committee has overseen a New Member Integration Process 
designed to provide transparency during SPP’s negotiations with the RTO’s prospective new members.4 
This process is currently in the “Due Diligence and Membership Agreement Discussions Phase” – a phase 
that initiated negotiations regarding any potential changes to SPP’s governing documents required to 
accommodate new members’ integration into the RTO.5 SPP has also established a Members Forum and 
a State Commission Forum to provide stakeholders and members opportunities to engage in this 
process.6 

Public Interest Organizations (“PIOs”)7 offer the following recommendations for the Members Forum’s 
consideration as it begins having more serious discussions around potential governance changes 
necessary to expand SPP’s RTO into the Western Interconnection. These recommendations are 
submitted on behalf of the following organizations: Interwest Energy Alliance, Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Northwest Energy Coalition, Sierra Club, Sustainable FERC Project, Western Grid Group, 
and Western Resource Advocates. 

 

 
1 Press Release, Southwest Power Pool, SPP and stakeholders will consider RTO expansion to the west; study 
anticipates $49M in annual savings for current and new members (Nov. 12, 2020) (available at: 
https://www.spp.org/newsroom/press-releases/spp-and-stakeholders-will-consider-rto-expansion-to-the-west-
study-anticipates-49m-in-annual-savings-for-current-and-new-members/).  
2 Id. 
3 “If they pursue membership […] they would become the first members of SPP’s [RTO] to place facilities in the 
Western Interconnection under the terms and conditions of SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff.” Id.  
4 RTO West, SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, https://www.spp.org/western-services/rto-west/ (last visited March 2, 2021). 
5 Id.  
6 Southwest Power Pool, Presentation to the Members Forum (Jan. 5, 2021) (available at: 
https://spp.org/documents/63728/members%20forum%202021%2001%2005.pdf).  
7 For purposes of these recommendations, “Public Interest Organizations” includes environmental and clean 
energy non-profit organizations as well as clean energy trade associations. 
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Governance Principles 

Stakeholder governance processes in RTOs are critical for the efficient development of market rules. 
When done right, these processes offer stakeholders not only an important educational and 
engagement opportunity, but also, the ability to influence the development, amendment and proposal 
of RTO market rules and tariffs for approval.8 Given the multifaceted obligations of RTOs, tensions will 
naturally arise between ensuring that these organizations are responsive to the legitimate concerns of 
the market’s participants, but also, that they are adequately considering the larger public interest 
(including long-term grid reliability, environmental impacts, and the economic interests of non-
participants).9  

Ensuring that the following principles of “Good RTO Governance” are observed and implemented will 
significantly enhance the ability of SPP’s RTO to adequately consider the larger public interest and to 
appropriately leverage all stakeholder input to achieve maximum market efficiency. While these 
recommendations will serve to enhance the efficacy of SPP’s existing RTO, they will prove particularly 
important as SPP continues to pursue westward expansion of its market services.  

Principle #1: Decision-making at all levels of the stakeholder process should be as transparent as 
possible.  

As a threshold issue, decision-making within the RTO’s stakeholder process must be transparent. 
Without sufficient transparency at all levels of the stakeholder process, lack of accountability remains a 
lingering concern for many public stakeholders and interested parties.10 

Within the context of SPP, this means that wherever possible, stakeholder meetings must be open to 
the public – particularly given the difficulties many stakeholders face in trying to become members of 
SPP. For example, today’s business practice of frequently closing previously open stakeholder meetings 
for “members-only discussions” creates a serious lack of transparency in SPP’s stakeholder process. 
“Executive sessions” or “closed door meetings” should be used sparingly and only when applicable law 
requires it – i.e., to discuss issues pertaining to certain personnel matters, to consider legal advice on a 
matter still under discussion, to deliberate potential or actual emergencies, etc. As noted by an industry 
expert, executive sessions should be used thoughtfully – they should never give the appearance that the 
Board or committee is doing something behind the backs of management, the public or other 
stakeholders.11 

Additionally, transparency can be enhanced in other ways, including a commitment to provide access to 
meeting materials and agendas at least five days in advance of stakeholder meetings, as well as 
providing access to meeting recordings for those who are unable to attend. While SPP has long allowed 
for remote participation in its meetings and maintains most meeting materials on its website, providing 
recordings of stakeholder meetings would further enhance transparency in its decision-making.  

 
8 MARK JAMES ET AL., HOW THE RTO STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AFFECTS MARKET EFFICIENCY 11 (2017) (available at: 
https://2o9ub0417chl2lg6m43em6psi2i-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/112-1.pdf).  
9 Michael H. Dworkin & Rachel Aslin Goldwasser, Ensuring Consideration of the Public Interest in the Governance 
and Accountability of Regional Transmission Organizations, 28 ENERGY L.J. 543, 600 (2007). 
10 MARK JAMES ET AL., supra note 8, at 13. 
11 Jeremy Barlow, Open Meetings, Closed Sessions: Executive Session as a Tool, BOARDEFFECT (Nov. 22, 2016), 
https://www.boardeffect.com/blog/open-meetings-closed-sessions-executive-session/.  
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Furthermore, as reflected in SPP’s 2020 Board of Directors Evaluation Results (“Board of Directors 
Survey”), another means for enhancing transparency is to provide more detailed meeting minutes so 
that both members and public stakeholders can more effectively track initiatives working their way 
through SPP’s stakeholder process.12 Providing recordings and more detailed minutes for meetings 
would be particularly helpful for smaller organizations or companies, understaffed state agencies, and 
other stakeholders who cannot afford to have sufficient staff or consulting assistance necessary to cover 
all meetings. 

Principle #2: Membership must be reasonably available to all interested stakeholders, including public 
interest organizations. 

A. Under the current SPP stakeholder governance structure, membership in SPP is essential for 
meaningful participation by PIOs.  

Under SPP’s governance framework, to truly have a “meaningful voice” in its stakeholder process, one 
must be a member of the organization. Membership offers a number of key opportunities for influence 
that public stakeholder status alone does not, including: (1) the ability to elect members to the SPP 
Board of Directors; (2) the potential for appointment to key committees and working groups; (3) the 
ability to vote on SPP initiatives and appeal decisions of organizational groups to the Board of Directors; 
(4) the ability to submit Revision Requests and policy proposals necessary for making changes within the 
SPP member working groups and committees; and (5) the ability to participate in certain executive 
sessions (only members are eligible to sign the NDAs required to participate in these sessions for RTO 
West).13 Because the current SPP Bylaws do not provide for non-member PIO appointment and formal 
representation in SPP’s organizational groups, consumer, environmental and other PIO perspectives are 
notably underrepresented, if not almost entirely absent, in SPP’s stakeholder process.  

 
12 As noted by an SPP member: “I don’t care for the abbreviated format of the meeting minutes as it doesn’t allow 
for inclusion of important details from the meeting and discussion.” Another member made a similar remark: “I 
wish the meeting minutes were in a little more detail related to the conversations and thoughts presented to 
provide better reflection later.” SOUTHWEST POWER POOL COMMUNICATIONS, 2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS EVALUATION RESULTS 
17 (Nov. 18, 2020) (available at: 
https://www.spp.org/documents/63632/bod%20mc%20minutes%20and%20attachments%2020201207.pdf) 
(“Board of Directors Survey”).  
13 See SPP Bylaws Section 3.1 (2021): “3.1 Structure. Member input on decision-making shall be accomplished 
primarily through Membership participation in Organizational Groups. Members are expected to provide 
representation to Organizational Groups as requested. Unless otherwise provided in these Bylaws, Organizational 
Group representation will be appointed by the Board of Directors, who shall consider the various types and 
expertise of Members and their geographic locations, to achieve a widespread and effective representation of the 
Membership. Organizational Group representation will be reviewed annually for compliance with the Bylaws by the 
Corporate Governance Committee. The Chair of any Organizational Group may appoint any ad hoc task forces as 
necessary to fulfill its mission. Task force appointments shall be made with due consideration of the various types 
and expertise of Members and their geographic locations. Criteria for serving on an Organizational Group will be 
determined in the group’s scope. Except for any full representation group, an appointment to an Organizational 
Group is for an individual, not a corporate entity. Participation in certain sessions of Organizational Group meetings 
where market sensitive issues are discussed may be restricted to persons representing entities that have executed 
ERO’s Confidentiality Agreement. Representatives on all Organizational Groups will be documented in the SPP 
directory maintained by Staff. Organizational Group vacancies will be filled on an interim basis by appointment of 
the President unless otherwise provided for in these Bylaws.” 
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B. SPP’s membership withdrawal deposit requirements continue to prevent PIOs from becoming 
members.   

Although SPP’s membership requirements changed last year following the outcome of a Section 206 
challenge at FERC, they still present a significant financial barrier to the ability of most PIOs to join SPP’s 
membership.14 The $6,000 annual membership fee can be waived subject to approval by the SPP 
President and review by the Board of Directors.15 However, it is the membership “withdrawal deposit” 
that creates the real barrier. If a PIO joins SPP as a member today and at a future date needs to exit as a 
member (e.g., organizational dissolution), the PIO (just like any other member) would be subject to the 
withdrawal deposit. This deposit is treated as a pre-payment of a portion of the costs SPP incurs to 
process the member’s withdrawal from the RTO.16 For a non-LSE (a member category that includes 
PIOs), this amount is $50,000. Whatever amount is leftover after processing the member’s withdrawal is 
returned to the member. However, most PIOs lack the financial resources of utilities and larger 
organizations and cannot afford to be potentially liable for such a significant amount of money. 
Additionally, it remains unclear why such a fee would even be needed in the case of a departing PIO 
member, when any “costs SPP incurs to process [their] withdrawal” would be de minimis, at best. This 
requirement not only conflicts with cost causation principles, but additionally, is premised on an 
unreasonable estimate of the potential costs resulting from a PIO’s departure from the organization. 

SPP has previously argued that “non-members understand that by declining to assume [the financial 
burdens of SPP’s RTO], their participation in SPP stakeholder initiatives will not come with voting 
rights.”17 PIOs disagree with this fundamental assumption and point to many other examples of RTOs 
and ISOs where PIOs are treated as “members” in the stakeholder process without simultaneously being 
required to take on the financial burdens of the RTO.18 Instead, in these other organized markets, the 
value of having the collective PIO voice at the table is well understood and appreciated. After all, these 
organizations represent the “public interest,” which includes consumer interests, environmental 
interests, and clean energy interests. Consumers both benefit from and pay for electricity service 
provided by RTOs. Similarly, consumers and PIOs benefit from enhanced market efficiencies that result 
from truly collaborative market rule development decisions and pay for such decisions in the form of 
external or societal costs when stakeholder input is not duly considered. 

Particularly as SPP considers expansion of its RTO market services into the Western Interconnection, 
where seven states have enacted some form of GHG emissions reduction target, two states have 
enacted state carbon pricing policies, three states have enacted low carbon fuel standards, and nine 
states have some form of clean energy goal, standard or RPS, removing barriers to PIO membership in 

 
14 See generally FERC Order on Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER19-2522-002 (July 2020). 
15 See SPP Bylaws Section 8.2 (2021). 
16 Id. at Section 4.2. 
17 Am. Wind Energy Ass’n and The Wind Coalition v. Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 169 FERC ¶ 61227 at PP 26 (2019) (Order 
on Rehearing, Compliance, and Section 205 Filing).  
18 See generally Stakeholder Initiatives, CALIFORNIA ISO, https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/StakeholderInitiatives 
(last visited March 2, 2021) (where all stakeholders treated as equals in the stakeholder process); see also 
Stakeholder Engagement, MISO, https://www.misoenergy.org/stakeholder-engagement/ (last visited March 2, 
2021) (10 stakeholder voting sectors, including “Environmental & Others” and “Public Consumer Groups”, with 
each stakeholder sector holding a certain number of votes – i.e., “weighted” voting). 
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SPP will become increasingly important.19 Indeed, PIOs have not only influenced the development of 
these policies, but also possess significant and relevant subject matter expertise.  

C. PIOs suggest changes to the SPP Bylaws to remove the overly burdensome and discriminatory 
withdrawal deposit requirement in order to create a path forward for PIO membership in SPP’s 
RTO. 

PIOs offer the following suggested changes to the SPP Bylaws (suggested language in red) to clarify what 
types of organizations qualify as “public interest” and to remedy the $50,000 withdrawal deposit 
requirement as applied to PIO members:  

“8.2 Annual Membership Fee  

All SPP Members will be subject to an annual membership fee in the amount of $6,000, or other amount 
established by the Board of Directors. Unless otherwise agreed, Membership fees for new Members are 
due at the execution of the Membership Agreement. Membership fees are not subject to refund. The 
Board of Directors shall determine the annual membership fee for the upcoming year in advance of the 
last meeting of Members in a calendar year. Legitimate Public interest organizations (e.g., consumer 
advocates, environmental groups, clean energy trade organizations, citizen participation groups, or 
community-based organizations) may seek a waiver of the annual membership fee. The request for 
waiver must be directed to the President in writing ninety calendar days in advance of the start of each 
fiscal year. If granted, the waiver will remain in place, subject to an annual review of the organization’s 
legitimate public interest by the Board of Directors.”  

… 

“4.2 Termination Procedures and Effective Dates 4.2.1 Notice of Voluntary Withdrawal … 

(b) Withdrawal Deposit. A Member submitting a written notice of its intent to withdraw from this 
Agreement must simultaneously submit a cash withdrawal deposit to SPP, as set forth in the table below. 
SPP will not accept a notice of intent to withdraw without a withdrawal deposit. SPP will treat the 
withdrawal deposit as a pre-payment of a portion of the costs SPP incurs to process the Member’s 
withdrawal from SPP, as set forth in Section 4.3.2(d) of this Agreement, or the costs associated with 
reintegrating the Member into SPP if the Member subsequently rescinds its notice of intent to withdraw 
and SPP incurs costs to reintegrate the Member. Withdrawal deposits are as follows:  

Member Category  Withdrawal Deposit  
 
Load Serving Entity  

 

 
$ 150,000  

 

Non-Load Serving Entity  

 

$ 50,000  

 

 
19 State Climate Policy Maps, CENTER FOR CLIMATE AND ENERGY SOLUTIONS, https://www.c2es.org/content/state-
climate-policy/ (last visited March 3, 2021). 
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If the cost of processing the Member’s withdrawal as calculated by SPP pursuant to Section 4.3.2(d) of 
this Agreement exceeds the withdrawal deposit, the additional amount shall be included in the invoice 
SPP provides to the Member under 4.3.2(e) of this Agreement. If the Member rescinds its notice of intent 
to withdraw and the cost of processing the Member’s withdrawal and subsequent reintegration into SPP 
exceeds the withdrawal deposit, SPP shall invoice the Member for the amount of the cost that exceeds 
the deposit, and the Member shall provide payment to SPP within thirty (30) days of receipt of the 
invoice. If the withdrawal deposit exceeds the costs of processing the Member’s withdrawal and/or 
reintegration, SPP shall refund the difference to the Member. Notwithstanding the foregoing, a Federal 
Power Marketing Agency and an organization deemed to be a public interest organization upon entry as 
a Member (as defined in Section 8.2 of these Bylaws) shall not be required to make a withdrawal deposit 
and shall only be responsible for paying SPP costs after they are incurred and appropriately invoiced 
pursuant to 4.3.2(e).” 

Principle #3: Minority positions must be recognized and actively considered throughout the 
stakeholder process. 

SPP’s membership will grow as it expands its market services into the Western Interconnection, bringing 
with it a diversity in viewpoints that will shape future SPP stakeholder processes. In instances where 
members are not in total agreement on a particular issue, minority positions must be fairly considered 
and addressed throughout the stakeholder process and most importantly, communicated to the Board 
of Directors at the same time as majority positions.20  

A. Amending SPP’s Bylaws to include non-member appeals of SPP organizational group actions to 
the SPP Board of Directors would support consideration of minority positions and prevent 
unnecessary and costly litigation at FERC. 

Under SPP’s current bylaws, formal appeals of actions taken (or not taken) by SPP organizational groups 
to the Board of Directors are limited to SPP members and/or groups of SPP members.21 This limitation 
effectively precludes non-members from raising concerns to the Board of Directors for independent 
review prior to a filing at FERC. This results in more costly and time-consuming litigation at FERC. 
Removing limitations on non-member appeals of actions by SPP organizational groups to the Board 
would both enhance the effectiveness of SPP’s stakeholder process and could help to avoid unnecessary 
litigation at FERC. Furthermore, if a valid path to SPP membership continues to be elusive for PIOs, such 
a change would be comparatively easy to implement and would serve to enhance the voice of all 
stakeholders now.  

 

 

 

 
20 Order No. 710, 122 FERC ¶ 61,262 (March 21, 2008). 
21 See SPP Bylaws Section 3.10 (2021): “3.10 Appeal. Should any Member or group of Members disagree on an 
action taken or recommended by any Organizational Group, such Member(s) may, upon written request to the 
Corporate Secretary, appeal and submit an alternate recommendation to the Board of Directors prior to the next 
regularly scheduled Board of Directors meeting following such Organizational Group action or inaction.”  
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PIOs suggest the following changes to the SPP Bylaws (suggested language in red):  

“3.10 Appeal  

Should any Member, group of Members, and/or any interested stakeholder(s) disagree on an action 
taken or recommended by any Organizational Group, such Member(s) and/or interested stakeholder(s) 
may, upon written request to the Corporate Secretary, appeal and submit an alternate recommendation 
to the Board of Directors prior to the next regularly scheduled Board of Directors meeting following such 
Organizational Group action or inaction.” 

B. Dissenting viewpoints and non-member stakeholder positions should be afforded the opportunity 
for full consideration within the SPP stakeholder process.  

Within SPP’s current stakeholder process, each member is allotted one vote to cast on decisions within 
the stakeholder process. Other than Board votes taken during executive session, SPP’s bylaws instruct 
the Board to solicit and consider a straw vote from the Members Committee as an indication of the level 
of consensus among members in advance of taking any actions.22 Though technically not a requirement, 
SPP typically asks those submitting a “no” vote to provide a written explanation for the minutes.23 
Instead of submitting a “no” vote, many times, members seem to prefer to abstain from voting 
altogether when they do not support a decision.24 And, in rare cases, decisions are approved with a 
minority of support due to these abstentions. As noted in the Board of Directors Survey, some members 
have indicated that while dissentions and abstentions are recognized throughout the stakeholder 
process, there is not adequate time to discuss and potentially resolve dissenting viewpoints before 
matters go to the Board and then to FERC (where those with dissenting views can and do initiate legal 
challenges).25 Additionally, the Board’s frequent use of a consent agenda as a means for approving 
decisional items limits the opportunity for robust debate.26 

SPP should consider enhancements to its stakeholder process to explicitly invite dissenting viewpoints 
and ensure that those viewpoints are shared with the Board at the same time as majority viewpoints 
(rather than treating dissenting opinions as mere abstentions). The more robust the discussion around 
both majority and minority positions that is available to the Board at the time of its decision-making, the 
more informed that decision-making will be.27 For its part, the Board should limit its use of consent 
agendas for approving matters and should instead make time to hear from the membership and non-
member stakeholders (those in support and those opposed) before taking a final vote. 

 
22 See SPP Bylaws Section 4.1 (2021): “The Board of Directors shall at all times act in the best interest of SPP in its 
management, control and direction of the general business of SPP. The Board of Directors shall solicit and consider 
a straw vote from the Members Committee as an indication of the level of consensus among Members in advance 
of taking any actions other than those occurring in executive session.” 
23 EDWARD GARVEY, AN RTO COMPARISON: SPP AND MISO’S CONTRASTING APPROACHES 5 (AESL Consulting 2016).  
24 Id.  
25 For example, one member stated in the survey: “There isn’t an effective way to resolve issues that don’t reach a 
consensus.” Board of Directors Survey, supra note 12, at 37. 
26 See, e.g., Southwest Power Pool Board of Directors/Members Committee Meeting, Meeting Materials (Jan. 28, 
2020), available at: https://www.spp.org/documents/61367/bod-mc%20materials%2020200128%20_pgd.pdf.  
27 See generally Core Values, Ethics, Spectrum – The 3 Pillars of Public Participation, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, https://www.iap2.org/page/pillars (last visited March 3, 2021).  
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Principle #4: The Board of Directors must be diverse and independent and should actively consider the 
concerns of its membership, while not being beholden to market participants. 

As FERC noted in Order 2000, the principle of independence is the bedrock upon which an RTO must be 
built.28 FERC has reaffirmed the principle that an RTO must be independent “in both reality and 
perception”.29 Additionally, board-level diversity brings competing perspectives to the organization’s 
decision-making, thereby protecting against groupthink and enhancing the board’s independence. 
Although FERC has generally declined to impose specific requirements on RTO governing boards (other 
than the general requirement that their decision-making process should be independent of any market 
participant or class of participants), the Commission has emphasized that: 

“Where there is a non-stakeholder board, we believe that it is important that this board not become 
isolated. Both formal and informal mechanisms must exist to ensure that stakeholders can convey 
their concerns to the non-stakeholder board. Where there are stakeholder committees that advise or 
share authority with a non-stakeholder board, it is important that there be balanced representation 
on the stakeholder committees so no one class dominates its recommendations or its decisions 
[emphasis added].”30 

A. A diverse Board of Directors will enhance decision-making of the organization and ensure 
independent oversight of SPP’s day-to-day operations. Regarding its Board of Directors search 
criteria, SPP should consider expanding the categories of desired professional expertise in an 
effort to further diversify its Board.  

SPP’s Board of Directors is comprised of ten (10) members which are nominated by the Corporate 
Governance Committee and elected by a vote of the SPP membership for terms of three (3) years. 
According to SPP’s Bylaws, Directors “shall have recent and relevant senior management expertise and 
experience in one or more of the following disciplines: finance, accounting, electric transmission or 
generation planning or operation, law and regulation, commercial markets, and trading and associated 
risk management.”31 Directors are subject to financial and conflict of interest prohibitions while serving 
on the Board.  

Diversity can be satisfied in numerous ways – including geographic, gender and racial diversity. Yet 
another way is to expand the consideration of professional expertise and background types among the 
organization’s board members. Specifically, PIOs recommend that SPP add a category of desired 
professional expertise to include experience in the public interest sector (including experience in state 
and local government and experience with consumer advocacy, environmental non-profits, clean energy 
advocates and trade associations, and other public interest organizations).  

The Western Energy Imbalance Market (“EIM”) Governing Body provides a relevant example. When 
selecting candidates for appointment to the EIM Governing Body (the Board that oversees the Western 
EIM), the stakeholder-comprised Nominating Committee and search firm are to seek out candidates that 

 
28 See Order No. 2000, 89 FERC ¶ 61,285 (Dec. 20, 1999). 
29 Id.  
30 Id.  
31 See SPP Bylaws Section 4.2.2 (2021). 
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have broad expertise in the following areas: electric industry, markets, general corporate/legal/financial, 
and the public interest.32 Additionally, the Nominating Committee is to ensure the following: 

“Optimally, the Committee’s selections should ensure that the overall composition of the Governing 
Body reflects the diversity of expertise so that there is not a predominance of Members who 
specialize in one subject area, such as operations or utility regulation [emphasis added].”33  

As previously discussed, SPP’s Board of Directors typically holds meetings in conjunction with the 
Members Committee and makes final decisions following a vote of the membership. Typically, voting of 
the membership and the Board are aligned. While this result is indicative of a stakeholder process that 
encourages consensus at every stage, it is likely also indicative of a membership that is relatively 
homogenous when compared to other RTOs and ISOs. Diversifying SPP’s membership, broadening 
representation on the Board to include public interest sector experience, and allowing for meaningful 
participation by non-member stakeholders and PIOs can only serve to add value to the stakeholder 
process and enhance the independent decision-making of the SPP Board of Directors.  

B. The Board should consider limiting its use of consent agendas to enable a more robust dialogue 
between the Board, members, non-member stakeholders, and the Regional State Committee 
before final decisions are made. 

Despite the appearance of alignment between the membership and the SPP Board of Directors, 
according to the Board of Directors Survey, this is not always the case. Rather, some members have 
observed that the Board is not as engaged as it could be.34 As noted by one member: “I have heard 
nothing from many of our Board members about their views […] they need to speak up at meetings and 
engage in the discussions, even if it is only to ask direct questions.”35 Members further note that there is 
not always consensus among the membership on important decisional items and that there is little 
engagement between the Board and the members during meetings where decisions are made. The 
frequent use of consent agendas seems to exacerbate this concern and, as discussed in the previous 
section, the Board should consider limiting its use of consent agendas in order to encourage greater 
discussion and engagement among the members, non-member stakeholders, the Regional State 
Committee (“RSC”), and the Board before final decisions are made.36  

Allowing for more robust discussion at Board meetings – including the option for non-member 
stakeholders to make appeals and the consideration of minority viewpoints – could go a long way in 
enhancing the Board’s level of engagement with its membership. This, in turn, will help ensure that its 
membership is “heard” – especially in those seemingly rare cases where the membership and the Board 
are not in agreement. However, this is a delicate balance. To preserve its independence, the Board must 

 
32 CALIFORNIA ISO, SELECTION POLICY FOR THE EIM GOVERNING BODY 6-7 (2016) (available at: 
https://www.westerneim.com/Documents/SelectionPolicy_EIMGoverningBody.pdf).  
33 Id. at 5. 
34 For example, one member stated in the survey: “It is a little hard to gauge during virtual meetings, but some 
Board members do not seem engaged.” Another member added the following: “I like the joint meetings, but there 
does not seem to be much engagement on behalf of the Board.” Board of Directors Survey, supra note 12, at 6-7. 
35 Id. at 6. 
36 As noted by one member: “The […] joint stakeholder briefings have the feel of only engaging the board and RSC. 
[The] Members Committee is on the sidelines.” Id.  
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engage with and understand the concerns of its membership, while also ensuring that its decision-
making is not overly influenced by market participants.  

Principle #5: State Utility Commissions and Public Interest Organizations should have a major role in 
RTO formation and once formed, the RTO’s ongoing operations. 

State regulatory commission involvement is particularly important to the creation and operation of an 
RTO in the West because the size, scope and functions of an RTO will be critical for successfully 
achieving recently enacted energy and climate policies. While FERC has declined to impose specific 
requirements on the role of state agencies in RTOs, FERC has previously noted that state commissions 
“should fully participate in RTO formation and development.”37  

A. Western state utility commissions should be provided the opportunity to engage in SPP’s 
Regional State Committee now as changes to market design and governance are under 
consideration by SPP’s membership. 

While SPP has formed the State Commission Forum as part of its RTO West stakeholder process, it 
remains unclear what level of influence western state regulatory commissions may be afforded in this 
forum. Therefore, PIOs strongly recommend that SPP allow for western state regulatory commission 
participation on SPP’s Regional State Committee – perhaps in an advisory capacity (i.e., non-voting role) 
initially and later as voting members (once western utilities become members of RTO West). Enabling 
robust state commission participation now will provide a critical learning and trust-building opportunity, 
potentially reducing conflicts down the road as these same state commissions open investigatory or 
approval dockets related to RTO West.  

B. The creation of a formal role for a Public Sector Liaison to the RSC would help to facilitate 
consideration of public policy requirements of both states and localities. 

Of particular importance to PIOs is the role of state utility commissions and the public in supporting the 
RTO’s consideration of public policy requirements. For example, SPP’s RTO West expansion should 
facilitate compliance with state and local policies, including, for example, emissions tracking in states 
where it intends to operate. This will require close coordination with state regulatory commissions, PIOs 
and members of the public across the region. The formal creation of an ex officio (i.e., non-voting) Public 
Sector Liaison to the RSC to advise on such matters would provide valuable support to the RSC and SPP 
regarding the RTO’s ongoing consideration and coordination of public policy goals and requirements 
across the region.  

The Western EIM offers another relevant example. Recently, as part of the Western EIM governance 
review stakeholder process, stakeholders recommended that public power be provided a certain 
number of ex officio liaison seats on the EIM’s Body of State Regulators (“BOSR”).38 The BOSR is the 
EIM’s equivalent of the RSC and advises both the EIM Governing Body and the California ISO Board of 
Governors on both governance and market design issues pertaining to the EIM. The Governance Review 

 
37 See Order No. 2000, 89 FERC ¶ 61,285 (Dec. 20, 1999). 
38 CALIFORNIA ISO, WESTERN EIM GOVERNANCE REVIEW: GOVERNANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE REVISED STRAW PROPOSAL 31-32 
(2021) (available at: 
http://www.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Revised_Straw%20Proposal_Western_EIM_Governance_Review.pdf).  
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Committee (the Board-appointed stakeholder committee overseeing the governance review) has 
accepted these recommendations and the BOSR has indicated its support for allowing such an advisory 
role for public power on the BOSR.39 There are myriad reasons why BOSR sees value in having public 
power interests represented on its committee. Within the West, public power has a large presence and 
its participation in the EIM has grown noticeably in recent years. Additionally, public power utilities are 
not regulated in the same way as the investor-owned utilities that the BOSR’s members oversee. Rather 
than create an entirely new advisory body to represent these unique interests, creating an advisory role 
for public power on the BOSR was deemed most appropriate. PIOs similarly support the creation of a 
formal role for a Public Sector Liaison to the RSC, modeled after the approach used in the Western EIM, 
in order to enhance the consideration of public policy requirements within SPP’s stakeholder processes.  

Conclusion  

PIOs appreciate the opportunity to submit these recommendations for the Members Forum’s 
consideration as it continues its analysis of potential changes to both market design and governance 
necessary to expand SPP’s RTO services into the Western Interconnection. Additionally, we look forward 
to ongoing engagement with SPP management, the Board of Directors, the Regional State Committee, 
and the Members Forum on these important issues. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jennifer Gardner 
Envision Energy, LLC 
Consultant to Sustainable FERC 
Project  
417.844.8692 
jennifer@envisionenergyllc.com  

  John Moore 
  Senior Attorney and Director 
  Natural Resources Defense Council       
  312.339.0926 
  jmoore@nrdc.org  

  Fred Heutte 
  Senior Policy Associate 
  Northwest Energy Coalition 
  503.757.6222 
  fred@nwenergy.org  

 
Rikki Seguin  
Executive Director 
Interwest Energy Alliance 
678.634.1945 
rikki@interwest.org  

 
  Joshua Smith 
  Senior Staff Attorney 
  Sierra Club Environmental Law  
  Program 
  415.977.5560 
  joshua.smith@sierraclub.org  

 
  Kate Maracas 
  Executive Director 
  Western Grid Group 
  360.688.1005 
  kate@westerngrid.net  

 
Vijay Satyal 
Sr. Energy Market Policy Analyst 
Western Resource Advocates 
385.722.2551 
vijay.satyal@westernresources.org  
  

  

 

 
39 See generally Western EIM Body of State Regulators, Comments in Response to the Governance Review 
Committee’s Revised Straw Proposal, available at: 
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/StakeholderInitiatives/AllComments/f6b52c90-63a6-4802-bc36-
4c907ae22e5c#org-b838016f-705e-4de1-a7cc-f8bb6fdc0d22.  


