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Background and Problem 

WECC launched its five-year 4.9 review in 2019 with the creation of the Section 4.9 Review Committee. 
In November 2019, the WECC Board of Directors approved the Section 4.9 Review Committee’s issue 
statements, which read as follows:1  

WECC has a long history of collaboration with members and staff working together to 
promote and improve reliability of the Western Interconnection. These working 
partnerships have primarily been in the form of technical standing committees. Over 
time, many subcommittees and work groups have been formed to address problems and 
issues as they have arisen. More recently, participation on the standing committees has 
waned as work has moved to the standards committee, the Reliability Coordinator, or has 
been performed at NERC. 

This review will take a focused look at the process for engaging members and other 
stakeholders in the collaborative work of WECC. Could WECC and member companies 
operate more efficiently and effectively if the standing structure of current committees 
were replaced by a task force model with subject matter experts engaged on specific tasks 
rather than being members of a standing committee? Are there other models that may 
enable WECC to optimize stakeholder engagement? What lessons have we learned from 
the creation of the RAC? How well does the current structure address emerging risks and 
threats to reliability? Is the current structure nimble enough to address immediate 
concerns as they arise? Should the sheer number of committees, subcommittees, and task 
forces be evaluated for the possibility of elimination or consolidation? 

The 4.9 Review Committee created the Stakeholder Engagement Work Group (SEWG) to address the 
issues outlined by the issue statement. Excerpts from their report describe, in more detail, the issues 
with WECC’s existing committee structure:2  

                                                      
1 See 
https://www.wecc.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/Administrative/December%20Board%20Meetin
g%20Material.pdf&action=default&DefaultItemOpen=1 at pg. 133. 
2 See https://www.wecc.org/Administrative/Section%204.9%20Committee%20Material.pdf pp. 27-30 
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• The standing committees have three-year work plans to address WECC’s near-term priorities 
and are making progress on those products. However, most technical committee sub-groups are 
not focused on activities addressing WECC’s near-term priorities 

• Most sub-groups have not finalized work products nor created items for approval by parent 
groups in the last two years. 

• Many sub-groups are performing valuable work delivering on WECC’s responsibilities and 
benefit from a stable structure in which to accomplish their work. 

• The Reliability Assessment Committee’s (RAC) [survey] of its effectiveness revealed that, four 
years into its existence, it remains unclear whether the RAC structure is more efficient than the 
prior structure; there are challenges in keeping stakeholders engaged; and governance 
requirements have created challenges in running successful meetings and decision-making. In 
response, the RAC has proposed various governance and structure changes but has not sought 
fundamental change.3 

Based on its work the SEWG created four guiding principles:  

1. Ensure stakeholder experience, knowledge and expertise are available in a timely, 
efficient, and cost-effective manner to assist in delivering on WECC’s reliability and 
security mission 

2. Foster collaboration, cooperation, and a common commitment to reliability and security 
3. Engage stakeholders as partners 
4. Provide a “safe space” for discussion of issues and education 

From these principles, the SEWG developed a simple vision to guide deliberations and 
recommendations, and to frame all stakeholder engagement at WECC: 

WECC is the “Home for Reliability and Security in the Western Interconnection.” 

They further state that WECC has been called the Western Interconnection’s “Home for Reliability.” It 
is a phrase that reflects WECC has value as a place where experienced subject matter experts can 
collaborate and connect in a safe, known, and consistent space to produce timely and relevant solutions 
to the threats to the reliability of the bulk power system.4 

In June of 2020, the WECC Board of Directors accepted the SEWG report and approved its 
recommendations. Based on the information contained in the report, the Board found: 

• Access to stakeholder subject matter expertise is critical to WECC’s ability to fulfill its reliability 
and security responsibilities; 

                                                      
3 See https://www.wecc.org/Administrative/Section%204.9%20Committee%20Material.pdf page 29 
4 Ibid, page28 

https://www.wecc.org/Administrative/Section%204.9%20Committee%20Material.pdf
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• The existing stakeholder engagement structure and processes are not well suited to enable 
WECC to marshal that expertise to identify and analyze emerging reliability and security issues 
in a timely manner; and 

• Further examination and change are required to streamline the existing committee structure 
and to create new structures and processes so that stakeholders can more effectively and 
efficiently support WECC’s reliability and security activities.  

Task Force Assignment and Purpose 

Based on the recommendations from the SEWG and the findings above, the WECC Board of Directors 
directed the creation of a Stakeholder Engagement Task Force (SETF) to:  

1. Develop potential structures for the organization that will improve the stakeholder engagement 
model; 

2. Consider whether stakeholder groups should either disband or go on hiatus if no current 
analysis or work product is needed; 

3. Consider how WECC team members should engage with stakeholders to improve WECC’s 
ownership of work products; and 

4. Develop metrics to track whether implemented changes are improving stakeholder 
engagement.5  

Straw Proposal Overview 

A straw proposal is a draft plan that serves as a starting point in the evolution of a project. A straw 
proposal is not expected to be the last word; it is refined into a final product that resolves the issues 
within the scope and nature of the project. A straw proposal is intended to generate discussion of the 
advantages and disadvantages of the key elements of the proposal and to provoke new and better 
ideas. The SETF offers version 2 of the straw proposal in response to comments and suggestions made 
on the first version. This section provides a high-level overview of the key issues and elements in the 
new version, each of which are described in greater detail in the rationale sections.  

Value Streams 

The WECC Board of Directors recognized the critical importance of stakeholder subject matter 
expertise in ensuring the reliability and security of the Bulk Power System in the Western 
Interconnection. Based on the work of the SEWG and comments received on the first version of the 
straw proposal, this version of the straw proposal addresses two distinct but equal value streams that 
committees provide WECC and its stakeholders.  

                                                      
5 Section 4.9 Committee Final Report and Recommendations, May 29, 2020 at page 6. 

https://www.wecc.org/Corporate/Final%20Section%204.9%20Committee%20Report.pdf#page=6
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Value stream 1 - Work products: committees develop work products that contain useful 
information, risk identification, lessons learned, etc. These work products may be reports, 
datasets, guidelines, or other tangible products. The work products may be produced on a one-
time basis or on a regular schedule, e.g., quarterly review of data submissions.  

Value stream 2 – Stakeholder interaction: committees provide places for stakeholders to 
discuss, network, and share information.  

Of the elements discussed below, Element 1 addresses the first value stream, and Element 4 addresses 
the second.  

Standing Committees 

This version of the straw proposal retires the Standing Committees (OC, MIC, and RAC) and reassigns 
their work and value. (See Figure 1 for an illustration of the changes.) The proposal shifts oversight of 
committee work product to the new Committee Review Body (CRB) and approval of work product to 
the groups creating it. The proposal shifts the stakeholder interaction opportunities currently provided 
by the Standing Committees to the Reliability and Security Risk Committee (RSRC). Though it is not 
specifically stated, the task force anticipates existing leadership of the OC, MIC, and RAC would fill 
some of the leadership positions on the new RSRC and CRB.  
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Figure 1: Illustration of Proposed Changes to WECC Committee Structure 

 

Increasing the Value of Stakeholder Engagement  

We believe the key to improving stakeholder engagement at WECC is to increase the value of WECC 
work products to the members and stakeholders that engage at WECC. We believe this straw proposal 
and organizational outline will improve stakeholder engagement at WECC by: 

• Dividing and properly housing and supporting the two value streams that are addressed by the 
existing Standing Committees: 1) completion of work product; and 2) opportunities for 
discussion, networking, and information sharing.  

• Transitioning the committee structure to focus on the delivery of meaningful and impactful 
work products;   

• Improving the management of the committees to ensure relevant and timely work is created, 
produced, and socialized with intended audiences; 

• Preserving and expanding opportunities for stakeholders to discuss, network, and share 
information outside of work product development;  

• Ensuring committee work supports the WECC mission, Long-Term Strategy, and Reliability 
Risk Priorities; 

• Creating a periodic review cycle to continuously adjust the direction of the committees and 
avoid large Section 4.9 Review overhauls; and  



SETF Straw Proposal for Committee Structure – Version 2 

 

   6 

• Clarifying the roles and expectations of committee members and WECC staff. 

Summary of the Elements 

The straw proposal’s organizational outline includes five elements, altered in response to comments: 

1. Working Committees: Create a working committee structure that houses all groups actively 
involved in producing work products aligned with WECC’s strategic direction. The working 
committees report to the Committee Review Board (CRB). Membership on the working 
committees is divided into voting members and participating members, and voting 
membership is limited. The OC, MIC, and RAC will be retired.  

2. Committee Review Body:  Disband the Joint Guidance Committee (JGC) and create a new CRB 
to ensure the working committees are delivering relevant and timely work products to the 
appropriate audiences. 

3. Standing Committee Project Management: Require every working committee project or 
initiative to have WECC project management support assigned by the WECC Executive Team.   

4. Subcommittees, Work Groups and Task Forces: Create a Reliability and Security Risk 
Committee (RSRC) to serve as the permanent home for stakeholder discussion, networking, 
and information sharing activities. The RSRC would be responsible for conducting curated 
forums and recommending opportunities for additional stakeholder interactions, e.g., events, 
workshops, webinar series, etc. as necessary. The RSRC would be run by a combination of 
stakeholders and WECC staff and participation would be open. If, through stakeholder 
interaction a new issue is identified that is ripe for work, the RSRC may recommend the issue 
to the CRB to be worked on.  

5. Metrics: The CRB will establish metrics for project management and stakeholder engagement 
of the working committees. 

Rationale for each of the elements is discussed below. 

Rationale for Element 1: Working Committees 

WECC’s current Standing Committee structure does not readily allow for issues to be addressed across 
multiple disciplines. WECC’s Standing Committees are divided by discipline, e.g., operations, 
planning, markets. When an issue arises that requires multiple disciplines to address, it is assigned to 
multiple committees rather than to a single multidisciplinary committee. Once the various committees 
complete their work, which is not necessarily coordinated, there is no reconciliation of the work, 
findings, or recommendations. This results in piecemeal work, which may still have value, but lacks 
cohesiveness and requires stakeholders to reconcile the separate work products on their own. The new 
committee structure should be designed to account for multidisciplinary issues. In other words, the 
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composition of the group working on an issue should be dictated by the issue, rather than the work on 
the issue being dictated by the composition of the group.  

One way WECC has addressed multidisciplinary issues is to create an ad hoc task force for a new issue. 
The task force reports to the Joint Guidance Committee or WECC leadership. The task force members 
come from multiple standing committees, areas of expertise, and interest areas as appropriate to 
address the issue. When employed, this option has produced timely and relevant work that 
incorporates all applicable expertise.6 However, this solution does not work within the confines of the 
existing Standing Committee structure, rather it is creating an exception to it. The use of ad hoc task 
forces to address multidisciplinary issues provides insights and lessons that can inform the creation of 
a new committee structure.   

The Stakeholder Engagement Task Force (SETF) recognizes that the current Standing Committee 
structure does allow focused work on specific issues that require great depth rather than breadth of 
expertise, e.g., protection systems and relays, modeling data validation. Any changes to the Standing 
Committee structure should preserve the capability for this essential work to continue.    

Finally, WECC’s current committee structure allows for open membership on committees. This allows 
anyone who is interested to participate in the group and vote on group work and work products. This 
may enhance the level of participation across WECC groups because all are welcome to participate and 
lend expertise. However, in practice it also sets up the potential to deter stakeholder involvement in 
developing work products because the ability to vote on/approve work is not tied to the level of 
participation of the person voting. For example, a member of a committee who has never attended a 
meeting or contributed to a work product has equal opportunity to vote on that work product as the 
group members who attended every meeting and carried out the work. This has the potential to 
dampen stakeholder involvement when work products that have been carefully planned and executed 
can be re-routed or blocked by people whose only participation was in the voting phase at the end. 
Further, there is no requirement that the people voting have any expertise in the subject matter of the 
group.   

Objectives 

With these issues in mind, the new WECC committee structure must accomplish the following 
objectives: 

• Create a committee structure that readily accommodates issues being quickly, but thoroughly, 
addressed by experts across disciplines;  

                                                      
6 For an example of an ad hoc, multidisciplinary task force work product see the Pricing Event of March 2019 – 
System Impact Assessment. 

https://www.wecc.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/Reliability/PricingEvent_Paper_Final.pdf&action=default&DefaultItemOpen=1
https://www.wecc.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/Reliability/PricingEvent_Paper_Final.pdf&action=default&DefaultItemOpen=1
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• Ensure the depth of expertise currently available is not eroded, and the new structure readily 
accommodates focused technical work; and  

• Encourage participation and maintain open meetings while ensuring work products are vetted 
and approved in a fair and appropriate manner.  

Proposal 

Create Working Committee structure 

The WECC Board of Directors directed the SETF to consider whether stakeholder groups should 
disband or go on hiatus if work products are not being produced. The SETF does not believe a group 
that does not produce a work product lacks value, rather that it needs to be supported and housed in a 
different way. For that reason, the task force proposes to evaluate the committees and house those that 
are directly involved in the development of work products in a new “Working Committee” structure 
that will be overseen by the Committee Review Board (CRB). (See Element 2 for a description of the 
CRB.)  

The OC, MIC, and RAC will be retired. All existing subcommittees that are actively involved in 
producing work aligned with WECC’s strategic direction (Long-Term Strategy, Reliability Risk 
Priorities, etc.) will become part of the Working Committee structure. Additional committees may be 
formed by the CRB to address issues that are not currently addressed by the committees, e.g., resource 
adequacy. Working committees would be subject to some requirements, including: 

• Each committee must have a project plan, and the planning phase must include a public 
comment period to ensure diversity of expertise and perspectives. The project plans will include 
a communication plan developed in coordination with WECC’s Strategic Engagement team. 

• Each committee will approve its own work. To ensure broad access to the work and maintain 
high quality, the committee must meet two requirements before it can approve a product: 1) the 
work product must be peer reviewed; and 2) the work must be put out for public comment. 

Existing committees will be reviewed and where appropriate will be grandfathered into these new 
requirements. In addition, special arrangements or exceptions will be made for committees that 
conduct ongoing work. The committees will work with the CRB in the implementation phase to 
determine appropriate arrangements.  

The default of the Working Committee structure will be to remove unnecessary hierarchy, e.g., groups 
that exist solely to review and approve the work of other groups. This includes the OC, MIC, and RAC. 
However, to the extent necessary, the committees will work with the CRB to establish (or retain) 
necessary organizational structures, e.g., a group to coordinate and synthesize the work of several 
groups into a single cohesive work product. The CRB will work with existing leadership of the OC, 
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MIC, and RAC to determine the best way to transition work products for which these groups are 
directly responsible, i.e., the committee carries out the work. 

Each working committee will be co-led by a stakeholder chair and WECC staff SME. This will formalize 
the role of WECC staff in communicating messaging and directional expectations. It will also provide 
continuity when the chair changes. Membership on the committees will be divided into general 
members and voting members. General members may come and go, simply observe, offer input and 
advise, but they may not vote on the work product. Methods for limiting the voting membership are 
discussed next.     

Limit committee voting members 

The purpose of this proposed change is to ensure the committee can identify from the start which 
members will be voting on any work product and prevent late-comers from unduly derailing or 
blocking work product from being approved. Voting is a privilege and should be reserved for those 
that produce the work product and/or those that submit comments on the work product during each 
comment period. There are multiple ways this could be accomplished; following are three options: 

Option 1: Allow only one vote per member company on the committee roster. This option 
allows members to vote whether they have worked on the product or not but limits the votes 
from any single member company. This option does not address the issue of late-comers 
derailing the work or stop people who have not participated in the creation of the work from 
voting.  

Option 2: Allow a preset number of voting spots for each type of group. For example, task 
forces would have 10 voting spots and workgroups would have twice as many voting spots 
available. The voting spots would be filled on a first-come-first-served basis, but the expectation 
is that voting members will be involved in the development of the work product. This option 
does not necessarily require the voting members to be doing the work.  

Option 2a: Same as Option 2, but additional voting rights will be provided to those who 
submit comments on the work product during each comment period.   

Option 3: Conduct an “open call” for participants when a new work product is being planned. 
The open call would describe desired (but not required) expertise and outline expectations of 
the participants (e.g., time commitment, share of work). After the open call window closes, 
those people who sign up become the voting members. Other people may observe and 
participate on the group, but the voting members are expected to participate in the 
development of the work product.    

Option 3a: Same as Option 3, but additional voting rights will be provided to those who 
submit comments on the work product during each comment period.   
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Rationale for Element 2: Committee Review Body 

The SEWG found that most sub-groups have not finalized work products nor created items for 
approval by parent groups in the last two years. (See Appendix A) This means that the majority of 
WECC’s committee structure is not regularly producing work to address WECC’s Reliability Risk 
Priorities. In some cases, this is because the greatest value in the committee is the opportunity to 
discuss, network, share information, etc. For these groups developing a work product is not the reason 
they continue to meet. In other cases, however, groups have not produced work because they are 
stalled or cannot determine what kind of work would be relevant and helpful to create. These groups 
may continue to meet, but the value of just meeting does not justify the continuance of the group.   

The Joint Guidance Committee has coordinated groups but has not traditionally acted to direct traffic, 
i.e., making decisions about what groups should do, evaluating whether the groups are effective, and 
determining when groups should retire. This determination is left up to the groups themselves and 
their parent committees. This results in a lack of objectivity about whether groups should continue 
their work.  

Unfocused work, work that drags on, or work that is ultimately cancelled because it loses relevancy 
discourages stakeholder participation. Yet, there are examples of groups engaged in this kind of work, 
but they will not alter course or disband. When groups like this get stuck in this state, participation 
declines and meetings lose relevance and purpose. Because there is currently a lack of clear criteria for 
retiring a group, and a body to enforce any criteria, in many cases these groups continue on in 
perpetuity. Adding to the problem is the fact that many charters require a certain number of meetings 
each year, whether they are necessary or not.7   

Objectives 

• Ensure committee work aligns with WECC’s mission, Long-Term Strategy, Reliability Risk 
Priorities, etc.;   

• Provide objectivity in determining when a group needs to be retired; 
• Provide consistent rigor to ensure groups are working toward stated objectives; 
• Clearly define criteria for retiring a committee; and 
• Evaluate committees and enforce stated criteria for creation and retirement.  

 

                                                      
7 It is also worth noting that in many cases groups spend an inordinate amount of time creating, revising, and 
approving charters. The SETF recognizes that this adds to the delay in producing work and has marked charters 
as an issue that must be addressed in the final proposal and implementation plan. 
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Proposal 

We believe one of the best ways to improve both the quality and quantity of stakeholder engagement at 
WECC is to engage in exciting and meaningful work, and development of timely and relevant 
products. Being part of WECC provides stakeholders the opportunity to produce rigorous and 
impactful work products for the Western Interconnection. We anticipate renewing the focus on timely 
and relevant work products will attract and retain subject matter experts from the industry and 
WECC’s stakeholder community who will be motivated to participate and make a difference.  

We propose to create a Committee Review Body (CRB) to ensure the committees are delivering 
relevant and timely work products to the appropriate audiences. The CRB would have the following 
responsibilities: 

• Review and make decisions on the creation and retirement of committees. Committees could be 
formed by request of the RSRC (see Element 4), WECC management, WECC Board of Directors, 
or stakeholder petition.8 The CRB would review and act on submitted recommendations.  

• Review the Working Committee structure regularly to ensure it still meets the objectives laid 
out in this process. This includes annual review of the committees to ensure work is proceeding 
as planned and groups are functioning well. Regular review of the committee structure and 
committees should reduce the burden of the Section 4.9 Review every five years. 

• Oversee the Working Committees in terms of structure, work planning, timeliness, alignment 
with strategic direction, and adherence to requirements. The CRB will not approve work 
product.  

The CRB will evaluate each committee according to a set of criteria, including: 

• Has the committee identified work and specific deliverables that align with WECC’s strategic 
direction, including the Long-Term Strategy and Reliability Risk Priorities? 

• Has the committee identified timelines and specific deadlines that support and coordinate with 
WECC’s goals and work? 

• Has the committee worked with (or have plans to work with) WECC’s Strategic Engagement 
team to develop communications and outreach plans for all work products and other 
stakeholder engagement needs, e.g., data requests, surveys, and webinars? 

• Will the committee include all the necessary technical experts and other subject matter experts 
necessary to produce relevant and timely work? 

The CRB will be a small committee consisting of members from WECC management, stakeholder 
leadership, and the WECC Board of Directors. A member of the Board will chair the CRB and report to 

                                                      
8 The requirements for stakeholder petition would be outlined in a later phase.  
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the Board. The composition of the group will ensure objectivity in evaluating the direction and 
contribution of the committees.    

Rationale for Element 3: Committee Project Management 

The WECC Board of Directors directed the SETF to consider how WECC team members should engage 
with stakeholders to improve WECC’s ownership of work products. There are three areas in which 
WECC staff should interact with the working committees: 

1. Subject Matter Expertise: WECC staff possesses a great depth and breadth of subject matter 
expertise that should be used in partnership with its committee member subject matter 
expertise. WECC subject matter experts should contribute their expertise to the committees as 
partners, separating this role from that of providing administrative assistance. WECC subject 
matter experts should also provide leadership to the committees, particularly because they 
connect the committee’s work to WECC’s work. 

2. Administrative Support: WECC would continue to provide administrative support as necessary 
to the working committees.  

3. Project Management: We believe that every project or initiative of a committee should have a 
WECC-assigned project manager who is responsible for project management and ensuring all 
work meets WECC’s high standards of quality and rigor. WECC staff is best positioned to 
understand and communicate the organization’s goals, requirements, processes, tools, 
information, and capabilities. The project manager would ensure these elements are aligned 
with the work of the group. The project manager would also coordinate administrative support 
and WECC SME participation.  

This model is currently being tested by the Path Task Force.  

Rationale for Element 4: Reliability and Security Risk Committee 

Element 1 addresses how the new structure will preserve the value from committee work products. 
This element 4 addresses the second value stream: stakeholder interactions, which includes activities 
like discussion of issues, networking, idea sharing, brainstorming, educating, and learning. This value 
stream is equally important to stakeholders and WECC as it helps incubate ideas, stimulates thinking, 
and nurtures the cohesiveness of our stakeholder community. The SETF is committed to preserving 
this value stream and enhancing the benefit it brings to WECC and its stakeholder community.  

Under the current committee structure these two value streams live and are supported in the same 
way, with the same resources. However, the type of support, structure, and process necessary to 
maximize each value stream is different. The timely creation of relevant work products requires 
support such as project management, data validation, administrative services. Stakeholder interactions 
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like forums and workshops rely more heavily on facilitation, communication, and engagement 
support. Housing and supporting these two value streams in one structure do not necessarily diminish 
their value, but may not maximize it either.  

Objectives 

The objectives of this change are to: 

• Preserve the value of stakeholder interactions to discuss, share ideas, network, etc.;   
• Maximize this value stream by properly housing and supporting it; and 
• Provide opportunities for stakeholders to interact outside of formal work product development.   

Proposal 

Create a Reliability and Security Risk Committee (RSRC) 

We propose to create a Reliability and Security Risk Committee (RSRC) to conduct forums where 
reliability and security issues can be discussed and information about risks can be shared. The RSRC 
would serve as a permanent home dedicated to the discussion, networking, and information sharing 
that currently occurs as one value of the Standing Committees. It will offer stakeholders an identifiable 
place to meet, network, discuss, and share information about issues, regardless of whether work is 
being produced to address them. It will also serve as a platform to share work done by the working 
committees, as well as work of other groups and individuals in the stakeholder community. If through 
these interactions, issues arise that are ripe for work, the RSRC may make a recommendation to the 
CRB to create a group to work on the issue.  

The RSRC leadership team would be a diverse, strategy-level group representing a range of 
perspectives to ensure a diversity of issues receive attention. The leadership team would comprise 
representation from policy and regulatory stakeholders; stakeholder leaders in operations, planning, 
markets, and security; public interest groups and non-governmental organizations; consultants and 
national labs; and WECC staff (specifically in strategic engagement and technical management roles). 
Members of the leadership team would be nominated and elected through a formal process (yet to be 
determined), but general membership would be open to all. The RSRC would be responsible for three 
things: 

1. Hold curated forums each year in partnership with WECC’s Strategic Engagement team. The 
purpose of the forums would be to identify and discuss issues in a collegial, informative, and 
open manner. The forum format and size would be comparable to the Reliability and Security 
Workshop currently held twice a year to discuss compliance and enforcement related issues. 
The RSRC would work with WECC staff to organize and develop dynamic agendas for these 
forums around reliability risks and emerging issues. The forums would provide an opportunity 
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for stakeholders to gather and discuss issues, hear from peers and other experts on the topics, 
and network. Holding a limited number of large forums will also address concerns about 
traveling to too many meetings.  

2. Identify issues that need to be discussed and would benefit from stakeholder interaction. 
3. Identify the need for stakeholder interactions, including focused forums, workshops, webinar 

series, etc. and submit requests to WECC’s Strategic Engagement team to partner on developing 
these engagements. Some examples of these types of event held in 2020 include the COVID 
forums, Western Heatwave Events, the Wildfire Webinar Series, and the Committee Leadership 
Training. In each of these cases, WECC staff, including the Strategic Engagement team, worked 
with stakeholders to fulfill a need identified by stakeholders.  

Rationale for Element 5: Metrics 

The WECC Board of Directors directed this task force to develop metrics to track whether implemented 
changes are improving stakeholder engagement. We propose that the CRB track metrics for work 
product management and stakeholder engagement in the working committees. In addition, we propose 
the RSRC track metrics for stakeholder engagement in its activities. The metrics will be developed in 
the implementation phase, but some options for metrics include: 

• Metric #1: This metric should focus on the quality, relevance, and timeliness of the committee 
work. Performance metrics might include the number of work products produced and variance 
between actual date and planned date of delivered work products.  

• Metric #2: This metric should focus on the quality and dissemination of committee work. 
Stakeholder metrics might include the number of downloads of committee work products by 
outside organizations and the number of requests for presentations of committee work products 
by outside organizations. 

 

To comment on this proposal, click here and fill out the comment form. 

  

https://www.wecc.org/BOD/Pages/SETF.aspx#strawproposal
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Appendix A – Committee Work Product History 

In the Stakeholder Engagement Work Group (SEWG) Report to the Section 4.9 Review Committee, 
dated March 11, 2020, work products that were completed and received approval in the last two years 
were identified; the committees with a color-filled background represent the result of this analysis.9  
Administrative items such as leadership changes, charters, minutes, agendas, work plans, and 
protocols were not included with the work products. The diagram below is an extract from the SEWG 
Report. Although this snapshot was taken in March 2020, it serves as a starting point for an evaluation 
that will be undertaken to confirm those committees that are directly involved in the development of 
Standing Committee work products. It is not the intention of the SETF to disrupt the continuity of work 
being performed. 

Figure 2: Historical Production of Work by WECC Committees 

 

                                                      
9 Section 4.9 Committee Meeting Material, March 11, 2020, page 58,  
https://www.wecc.org/Administrative/Section%204.9%20Committee%20Material.pdf 

https://www.wecc.org/Administrative/Section%204.9%20Committee%20Material.pdf
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