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Background 

In 2019, WECC launched its five-year 4.9 review and created the Section 4.9 Review Committee. The 4.9 
Review Committee created the Stakeholder Engagement Work Group (SEWG) to address the issues 
outlined by the Board’s issue statement.1 Based on the SEWG’s work, the Board created the Stakeholder 
Engagement Task Force (SETF) and directed it 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.2  

The SETF has been working with the stakeholder community to change the committee structure to 
meet the needs of WECC in the future. In 2020, the SETF released two versions of a straw proposal for a 
new WECC stakeholder committee structure. The comment period for the second proposal closed on 
January 15, 2021. Comments received from the first two comment periods helped the task force focus 
the conversation and develop Version 3.  

In March 2021, the SETF held a series of stakeholder workshops to discuss three elements of this 
proposal: Committee Structure, Committee Review Board (CRB), and committee classification. 
Feedback from the workshop was used to develop this version of the proposal. This version is not the 
final version of the proposal; it represents the high-level framework of the proposed committee 
structure.  

 

 

 

                                                      
1 For a full background see the SETF Straw Proposal Version 2.  
2 Section 4.9 Committee Final Report and Recommendations, May 29, 2020 at page 6. 

https://www.wecc.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/Administrative/SETF%20Straw%20Proposal%20V2.pdf&action=default
https://www.wecc.org/Corporate/Final%20Section%204.9%20Committee%20Report.pdf#page=6


WECC Technical Committee Proposal 

   2 

 

Strategy, Roadmap, and Measures of Success 

 
Committee Structure Development Strategy 

 

Mechanism Purpose 
1. Straw Proposal Develop a straw proposal to elicit reactions that will help the task force 

identify key concerns and issues and draw boundaries around the work. 
Versions 1 & 2 • Versions 1 and 2 provided a broad range of possible solutions. Version 2 did 

not necessarily build on Version 1; in some cases, it offered a completely 
different solution. The SETF sought broad stakeholder reactions and input 
through comment periods, webinars, and presentations. This helped the SETF 
identify the world of solutions that stakeholders could support. 

Version 3 • Version 3 provided a more plausible set of solutions based on the input from 
the earlier versions. The purpose of this version was to hone the solutions, 
rather than elicit reactions. The SETF received criticism and gathered ideas for 
improvement from stakeholders in workshops and discussions.  

2. Proposal Use stakeholder feedback on Version 3 from the workshops to develop a 
high-level framework without many of the details that will be necessary to 
develop and implement a new committee structure. The purpose of the 
framework is to develop and gain support for the basic structure without 
out getting stuck in the details.  

3. Final Proposal Fill in all the necessary details in the framework to develop a complete 
proposed structure. This will be accomplished through detailed discussion 
with stakeholders in workshops. 

4. Implementation Plan Develop a plan to implement the new structure. The plan will be 
developed through discussions with stakeholders.  

 

Roadmap 

Over the course of the last several months, the SETF has implemented its strategy to engage the WECC 
stakeholder community in a conversation about restructuring WECC’s existing Standing Committees. 
The SETF’s strategy is broken into five phases. This proposal document marks the end of Phase 2. 

• Phase 1—Gather information (October 2020 – February 2021) 

In this phase the SETF gathered stakeholder perspectives, concerns, and ideas through 
comment periods, webinars, and conversations about the first two versions of the Straw 
Proposal.  
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• Phase 2—Build the proposal’s framework (February 2021 – March 2021) 

The SETF and stakeholder community are working to create the framework for a new 
committee structure. This phase will not address many of the details necessary to develop and 
implement a successful committee structure. This phase ends when the SETF updates the 
WECC Board of Directors on the proposal at the March Board Meeting.  

• Phase 3—Fill in the details (March 2021 – June 2021) 

The SETF and the WECC stakeholder community will resolve the details that are necessary to 
fill in the framework. The objective of this phase is to create a fully fleshed out proposal for 
WECC’s new committee structure. The final proposal will be presented to the WECC Board of 
Directors for approval at its June 2021 meeting. 

• Phase 4—Develop the implementation plan (June 2021 – August 2021) 

Upon approval of the final proposal by the WECC Board of Directors, WECC and its 
stakeholder community will develop an implementation plan for the new committee structure. 
WECC and its stakeholder community will present the plan to the membership and Board of 
Directors at the September Annual Members Meeting and Board of Directors Meeting.    

• Phase 5—Implementation (Starting September 2021) 
WECC and the stakeholder community will implement the new Technical Committee structure 
that will meet the measures of success and inspire robust stakeholder engagement.  

Measures of Success 

The WECC committee structure provides value to a range of participants. The value the committees 
provide often differs depending on the role and perspective of the participant. For example, one of the 
values WECC gets from the committees is the deep pools of expertise from which it can draw feedback 
and insight. To some stakeholders, the value of the committees lies in the production of work products 
that can be used to improve practices. To others, the committees provide the opportunity to gather, 
share perspectives, and connect with colleagues. To be exceptional, the WECC stakeholder committee 
structure must foster these many value streams while supporting WECC reliability and security 
activities.  

In discussing and designing a new committee structure, it is helpful to distill the value of WECC’s 
committees into a handful of value streams. In turn, those value streams reveal some criteria by which 
we can measure the effectiveness of a given committee structure. Based on the information the SETF 
has gathered, which includes stakeholder comments and anecdotes, and considering the current and 
future challenges facing the industry, the SETF has distilled the value of WECC committees into the 
following streams and associated measures of success:  



WECC Technical Committee Proposal 

   4 

• Access to industry expertise: Industry stakeholder expertise is critical to delivering on WECC’s 
reliability and security mission.  

o Measure: The stakeholder committee structure provides a home where stakeholders can 
cultivate expertise and allow it to grow.    

• Collaboration and partnership: Based on a common commitment to reliability and security, 
WECC and its stakeholder community benefit from a strong partnership to address reliability 
and security challenges.  

o Measure: The stakeholder committee structure provides pathways and removes 
obstacles to building partnerships. For example, the committee structure minimizes 
unnecessary processes that distract stakeholders from meaningful work that strengthens 
partnerships.    

• Safe space: The stakeholder community benefits from having a space to gather to discuss 
issues, share ideas, make connections, and build partnerships. Innovation requires this kind of 
space.  

o Measure: The stakeholder committee structure is inclusive, open, and transparent so 
that all stakeholders have access to and awareness of issues, work, and opportunities to 
connect.   

• Work production: WECC and its stakeholder community have the capacity to produce work 
products that advance reliability and security. The range of products includes, but is not limited 
to, guidelines, data validation, assessments, model validation, and reports.  

o Measure: The stakeholder committee structure provides the processes, support, and 
clarity of expectations necessary for the assignment, creation, review, and dissemination 
of work products.  

• Nimbleness: As the rate of change in the industry increases, a nimble response from WECC and 
its stakeholder community will help ensure the work remains relevant.  

o Measure: The stakeholder committee structure is durable but flexible enough to address 
both long-term standing challenges and new, fast-moving challenges.  

• Robust stakeholder engagement: Enthusiastic and dedicated stakeholder engagement will 
enhance all other value streams.  

o Measure: The stakeholder committee structure should create an atmosphere ripe with 
enthusiasm for and dedication to meaningful work and interaction, where stakeholders 
are free to focus on issues that matter, rather than being bogged down by matters of 
process and governance.     
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Version 3 Workshop 

The comments stakeholders submitted on Versions 1 and 2 of the Straw Proposal helped the SETF 
identify important issues and establish some parameters around this work. Version 3 reflects what the 
SETF learned from the earlier versions. Of the five elements outlined in Version 3, three were discussed 
at the workshop. Below is a summary of the comments on the three elements discussed and a 
description of how the comments impact this proposal.3  (See Version 3 for more information on each of 
the elements referenced below.) 

Version 3 Element 1: Committee Structure 

Version 3 Proposal 

The RAC would remain intact but be required to complete a review of its structure and processes. In 
addition, the RAC would need to expand its work to include all assessment work, which may mean the 
addition of near-term assessment work.  

The OC and MIC would be combined to form the Reliability Risk Committee (RRC). In addition, 
security would be specifically included under the RRC purview.   

Summary of Stakeholder Input 

There was little response in either direction about the RAC. However, there were questions about 
where the RAC currently is in its evolution and thoughts that the RAC needs to evaluate how it is 
meeting is founding objectives and growth.  

The key concerns with combining the OC and MIC revolved around the MIC (or potentially the OC) 
losing its voice. Stakeholders pointed out that there is a healthy tension between the different areas of 
expertise. If that tension can be balanced and coordinated, all viewpoints can be acknowledged and 
applied to address issues. Stakeholders did not express a strong preference for either the current or the 
proposed structure; however, they strongly urged that if the OC and MIC are merged, there be great 
care taken in determining how the RRC will balance this tension.  

Response  

In response to the concerns about the status of the RAC’s growth, the SETF kept the requirement for the 
RAC to undertake—or continue—the assessment of its current status.  

This proposal keeps the creation of the RRC as proposed in Version 3. However, the SETF is very 
attuned to the potential issues voiced by stakeholders and is committed to working with stakeholders 

                                                      
3 To see a compilation of the input received in the Version 3 workshops, visit the SETF Page.  

https://www.wecc.org/Administrative/SETF%20Straw%20Proposal%20V3.pdf
https://www.wecc.org/BOD/Pages/SETF.aspx
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to develop structures, processes, and governance that will ensure balance and inclusivity of the various 
areas of expertise and perspectives in the group.   

Version 3 Element 2: Committee Review Board 

Version 3 Proposal  

The JGC would be replaced by a Committee Review Board (CRB) that would oversee the Standing 
Committees and ad hoc groups. Only the CRB would report to the Board of Directors.  

Summary of Stakeholder Input 

Many stakeholders had concerns with the CRB. Several felt the CRB was an unnecessary new layer of 
the committee structure that might slow things down rather than speed them up. There was 
overwhelming concern about the CRB overseeing and having authority over the substantive work of 
the Standing Committees. Similarly, there was concern about the CRB being the only technical 
committee body reporting to the Board, meaning the CRB would report to the Board on both 
substantive and procedural matters on behalf of the Standing Committees.  

Those stakeholders that liked the CRB idea did so because of the potential for improved coordination, 
focus, and efficiency. Many of the stakeholders who opposed the idea agreed that improvements in 
these areas are necessary for the committees to function better overall. Several stakeholders suggested 
that rather than create the CRB, the JGC should be enhanced and its responsibilities expanded to 
include more coordination of processes.  

Another area of concern for stakeholders was the current alignment of committee work with WECC’s 
strategic objectives and priorities. Stakeholders were critical of the lack of granularity and clarity in the 
Standing Committee three-year work plans. Specifically, stakeholders would like more clarity on how 
the activities of the committees support strategic objectives (e.g., just “monitoring” an issue is not 
enough) and emphasized the importance of having the JGC take a more active and assertive role in 
aligning work with strategic objectives.  

Response 

The concerns about the CRB having authority over the substantive work of the Standing Committees, 
particularly without adequate technical representation in its membership, were persuasive. These 
concerns, and the clear need for more coordination from the JGC, shaped the way this is structured in 
the proposal. The SETF believes that enhancing the JGC and expanding its responsibilities regarding 
process management and work alignment will meet the needs of the committees without imposing a 
new layer of authority.      
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Version 3 Element 4: Committee Classification 

Version 3 Proposal 

The subgroups in the technical committee structure would be classified according to their purpose and 
life span (“standing” or ad hoc). These classifications would be used to “right-size” governance and 
process requirements as well as WECC staff support.  

Summary of Stakeholder Input 

The response to this change was generally positive. Stakeholders shared appreciation for the increased 
clarity on how the committees will be managed and supported. They did note that the success of this 
structure is tied to the success of the JGC. Stakeholders pointed out WECC’s recent roundtable on the 
FERC Transmission NOPR as an outstanding example of what this type of classification structure 
should enable.  

Response 

In response to the positive comments, the SETF did not change this element in any substantive way 
from Version 3. The SETF did work to distill the definition of each type of group. In addition, the SETF 
removed many details about the “right-sizing” as these details will be worked through in Phase 3.  
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Technical Committee Proposal 

The figure below depicts the Technical Committee Proposal developed by the SETF based on the 
request of the Board of Directors, WECC’s needs, and input from stakeholders. Throughout the next 
section, the document refers to the Technical Committees. This term replaces the currently used 
“Standing Committees” and refers to the RRC and RAC and their subgroups.  

   *The numbers in the figure refer to the numbers in the headings below. 

 

1. Committee Classification  

The richness of the WECC Technical Committee structure is in its diversity, which includes not only 
diversity of experience and expertise, but diversity of value added. Stakeholder committees add value 
by producing work that impacts industry and decision-makers and convening expertise from across 
the stakeholder community to discuss issues, ideas, and information. A single committee may provide 
any number of values at any given time, and over time the value a committee provides may evolve. For 
example, today a committee may gather only to discuss issues and share perspectives and expertise, 
but in a year, the expertise of that committee may be critical to develop work product in response to an 
emerging risk.   

Applying the same governance structures and procedural and documentation requirements to all 
committees is not effective or efficient. It is reasonable to expect a committee that is working on a 
guideline, which must be approved by technical experts, to have more governance and procedural 
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requirements than a committee that discusses a technical topic but produces no product. In the first 
instance, the governance and procedural requirements ensure quality work, inclusiveness, and fairness.  
In the second instance, these same governance and procedural requirements dampen inclusiveness and 
create unnecessary burdens that distract from the real value of the group.   

WECC staff support of the committees should be tailored as well. Currently, WECC staff provides the 
same level of support to all committees (e.g., liaison, administrative). This creates a burden under the 
current committee structure. Given the proposed addition of project management support under 
Element 3, providing the same support to all committees may become a challenge. Tailoring WECC 
staff support of committees according to classification should help:  

• Free certain groups from unnecessary procedural burdens and allow them to focus their efforts 
on meaningful value creation;  

• Reduce unnecessary WECC staff support to some committees, freeing it up to be applied in 
other areas, such as project management; and  

• Clarify the governance and procedural requirements for all groups. 

Classification 

The value, contribution, and needs of WECC committees vary. To recognize the diverse value and 
needs of the committees, and to help “right-size” WECC staff’s support, the WECC Technical 
Committee structure will include three types of groups: 

Forums 

These are established groups that focus on specific issues but are not currently producing work 
product. These groups meet to discuss reliability risks, mitigation, and related issues, share 
perspectives, and enhance the expertise of the stakeholder community on various issues and risks. 
These groups may take on work, in which case their classification will be changed, and they will be 
work-producing groups.  

Work-producing groups 

These are established groups that are in the process of planning and producing work products. Work 
product is loosely defined and includes, but is not limited to, items such as reports, guidelines, data 
and model validation, and analyses. Work products may be a single product or recurring work, e.g., 
quarterly review of events. When these groups stop producing work, e.g., a project is completed, their 
classification will be changed to “forum.”  

Ad hoc groups 

These groups are temporary groups that are created help assess and initiate action to mitigate known 
and future risks to reliability and security. The groups are formed to deliver a work product or discuss 
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specific issues, usually of an urgent and time-sensitive nature. Ad hoc groups are meant to be nimble, 
so their composition, governance, structure, etc. will vary depending on the issue and requirements. 
Once the ad hoc group’s work is complete, it will be dissolved. In cases where there is a need to make 
an ad hoc group permanent, the group will be reclassified as either a forum or work-producing group.   

Ad-hoc groups can be created by the JGC, WECC Management, or a Technical Committee. Generally, 
the ad-hoc group will report to the body that creates it. In the case of WECC Management-created 
groups, the group will report to the JGC, which will coordinate with WECC Management. 

Matters of governance, process, and support will be determined based on how a group is classified. For 
example, work-producing groups may have project management support, while forums may not. 
Similarly, a forum may have support from WECC’s Strategic Engagement Department to host a series 
of webinars, while a work-producing group may not.   

Outstanding Questions for Phase 3 

The following is an initial list of the questions and issues that WECC and its stakeholder community 
will address in Phase 3.  

• How are groups created?  
• What process will a group have to go through to move from one classification to another? 
• Will there be changes to committee membership and voting rules? If so, what will those look 

like?   
• How will different groups be governed?  
• What will the leadership structure of existing and new groups look like? What will the WECC 

staff role in leadership be? 
• Will there be changes to group charters and how charters are created? Will groups still review 

and create their own charters? 
• What level of procedural formality will be required of each type of group? E.g., minute taking, 

rules of order, notice requirements.  
• How will each type of group be supported by WECC staff? E.g., administrative support, SME 

support, strategic engagement. 
• What kind of training will be offered or required of group leadership? 
• How can we ensure that the WECC committee structure is navigable to stakeholders and that 

the discussions and work are well-communicated and accessible to all interested stakeholders?  
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2. Joint Guidance Committee 

The JGC will have these primary responsibilities (italicized items represent new or expanded 
responsibilities): 

1) Assure Technical Committee work is aligned with WECC’s strategic objectives and reliability 
risk priorities; 

2) Advise Technical Committees on 3-year work plans and ensure plans adequately outline how the group 
plans to support strategic objectives;   

3) Assure existing reliability issues are being adequately addressed, and if not, initiate work to address them;  
4) Identify reliability issues that require cross-functional strategies and initiate work to address 

them;   
5) Manage processes and oversee governance of the Technical Committees to assure timely work completion 

and minimize time spent on process and governance matters; 
6) Create and oversee ad-hoc groups;  
7) Assure continuous improvement of Technical Committee structure. Regularly assess WECC’s 

stakeholder committee structure and make recommendations for necessary change. 

The JGC will report on these responsibilities to the Board of Directors.  

Work Alignment 

The JGC will work with the Technical Committees to assure strategic objectives are being addressed in 
committee work. The JGC will advise the Technical Committees on their 3-year workplans to help them 
coordinate their work and assure the plans clearly show how the work of each Technical Committee 
supports WECC’s strategic objectives and reliability risk priorities. This includes reviewing the plans to 
ensure they have an adequate level of detail to clearly describe each initiative, the questions or issues 
the initiative addresses, and how the initiative supports strategic priorities. If planned or current work 
does not adequately address issues related to WECC’s strategic objectives, the JGC will initiate the 
work through the Technical Committees or create an ad hoc group.  

Committee Process and Governance Management 

The JGC will monitor and manage committee processes to ensure they are efficient and not overly 
burdensome. The JGC will be responsible for ensuring that governance issues are addressed in a timely 
and consistent manner for both existing and new groups, including matters such as charters, voting, 
quorum, and related requirements. One example of the type of work the JGC may undertake in this 
area is to streamline the charter creation and review process so that the Technical Committees and their 
subgroups can decrease the amount of time they spend drafting and revising their charters. Additional 
work the JGC should undertake in this area will be determined in Phase 3.  
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The JGC will work with WECC staff to monitor work product timelines and coordinate with the 
appropriate Technical Committee and project management support when work falls behind or 
experiences scope creep that jeopardizes its relevance to strategic objectives.  

Create and Oversee Ad-hoc Groups 

The JGC will coordinate ad-hoc groups to ensure these groups do not become orphaned, where they 
may experience scope creep and delays. In cases where the JGC creates an ad hoc group, the group will 
report to the JGC on an interval established by the JGC. Ad hoc groups created by WECC Management 
will, as noted above, report to the JGC but the group’s purpose, scope, membership and schedule will 
be provided in the Management-created group charter. When a Technical Committee(s) creates an ad-
hoc group, the JGC will coordinate with the committee to establish the governance and procedural 
matters of the group. The JGC will also check in with the Technical Committee and ad-hoc group on 
work alignment; however, the ad-hoc group will not report to the JGC.  

Committee Structure Review 

WECC’s committee structure must be a living organism that can adapt and evolve to meet the needs of 
WECC and its stakeholders. At the same time, it must have structures and processes that maintain and 
protect its key values. Accomplishing both the adaptability and durability of the WECC committee 
structure will require evaluation and adjustment on a more granular scale than the 5-year WECC 4.9 
review process. The JGC will be responsible for the regular review and adjustment of WECC’s 
committee structure. The JGC will work with the Technical Committees, WECC Management, and 
Member Advisory Committee to identify course corrections and changes that need to be made to 
ensure the committee structure meets the measures of success.  

Makeup of the JGC 

The JGC membership will be expanded. While the exact makeup of the new JGC membership will be 
determined in Phase 3, the membership should include the following: 

- Leadership of the RAC and RRC (definition of leadership will be determined in Phase 3);  
- WECC executive management (VP of Reliability Planning and Performance Analysis and VP of 

Strategic Engagement, or their designees);  
- MAC leadership;  
- WIRAB representation; and  
- At large members representing diverse functional interests (number, type, and selection will be 

addressed in Phase 3). 

The leadership structure of the JGC should remain similar to its current structure (WECC executive co-
chair and rotating stakeholder co-chair). The details of this will be addressed in Phase 3.  
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Outstanding Questions for Phase 3 

The following is an initial list of the questions and issues that WECC and its stakeholder community 
will address in Phase 3.  

• How will the JGC conduct its review of the committee structure and to what degree can the JGC 
delegate this to the Technical Committees? 

• How often will the JGC conduct its review of the committee structure? 
• What will the makeup of the JGC be and how will members be selected? 
• How will they vote? 
• What is the governance structure of the JGC? 
• What role will the MAC have in identifying issues? How will the MAC interface with this 

structure?  
• What role would the MAC have relative to the JGC? 
• How will the JGC address procedural issues like charters and voting in the committees? 
• What will the coordination between the JGC and RRC or RAC in creating a new group look 

like? 

3. Technical Committees  

The Technical Committee structure must adapt to ensure focused, timely work can be produced in an 
efficient manner to meet the rapidly changing challenges in the industry. The Technical Committee 
structure today provides a home for industry expertise and an open forum to discuss issues, share 
ideas, and connect. However, the current Technical Committee structure can be nimbler to help the 
timely production and increased relevance of work. The proposed changes to the Technical 
Committees are outlined below. 

Reliability Assessment Committee (RAC) 

The RAC serves an essential purpose in overseeing the work and function of the various 
subcommittees dedicated to WECC’s reliability assessment work. The RAC was formed in 2016 and is 
still in the process of honing its structure and processes. The RAC should be permitted to continue this 
work to come to a place of stability; however, as the RAC does so, it should consider a broader scope of 
reliability assessment activities, such as near-term assessments, to work on in partnership with WECC 
staff and members from other committees.    

Under the proposed committee structure, the RAC and WECC staff will be responsible for carrying out 
power system model development and near- and long-term reliability assessments, including resource 
adequacy assessments, system stability assessments, and system adequacy assessments. As is currently 
the case, the work of the RAC will be characterized by the performance of assessments, using specific 
models, methods, and data. The RAC will retain its current work. In addition, the RAC will engage in 
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and support near-term reliability assessments, e.g., resource adequacy assessments, as requested by 
WECC management, the Board of Directors, or other bodies. 

While the RAC will remain intact as a committee, it needs to undergo a robust review of its structure 
and processes. The RAC will work with the JGC to scope and conduct this review. The review should 
address the following issues, many of which were identified in the 2019 survey of the RAC: 

• The detrimental effect of the subcommittee structure on participation (raised in the RAC 
survey);  

• The time it takes to produce the study program, specifically instances where process delays 
cause delays in the production of work (raised in the RAC survey);  

• How the RAC interfaces and partners with other stakeholder groups to address new issues in a 
timely manner (raised in the RAC survey);  

• The amount of time and effort the RAC and its subgroups spend on processes, e.g., voting, 
drafting charters, planning work; 

• A review of work products to ensure RAC work 1) meets the needs of the broad stakeholder 
community, and 2) evolves to keep up with rapidly changing reliability challenges; and   

• Necessary changes to RAC structure and processes to accommodate near-term reliability 
assessments in a timely, inclusive, and effective manner. This may include altering or obtaining 
new tools, methods, expertise, and data. 

Reliability Risk Committee (RRC) 

The RRC will be responsible for work analyzing and mitigating known risks and identifying potential 
future risks to the system. The RRC will consist of and replace the existing Operating Committee (OC) 
and Market Interface Committee (MIC). In addition, the RRC will specifically include a security 
component, though the mechanism for doing so will be determined in Phase 3.  

The OC and MIC include a very broad spectrum of expertise and focus areas, which span multiple 
reliability risk areas. This range of expertise, and history of collaboration, are critical to WECC’s ability 
to identify and understand current and emerging risks. Whereas the work of the RAC is unified by the 
performance of assessments and creating planning data-sets, the work of the RRC will be unified by the 
identification and analysis of operational risks. This will be accomplished by the same means used by 
the OC and MIC today, e.g., examine issues, analyze system performance, review and approve work 
products for industry use, create guidelines, as well as any additional means suitable to identifying, 
analyzing, and sharing information about risks to the BPS.  

The RRC creates more opportunity for market and operational perspectives to intermingle in risk work. 
Market impacts on reliability typically manifest in operational terms, making the combination of these 
two areas of expertise not only efficient but prudent. However, the risk of one perspective consuming 
the other is real. To address this risk, the structures and processes of the RRC need to balance the 



WECC Technical Committee Proposal 

   15 

healthy tension between market and operations expertise, capitalizing on the strengths of each as well 
as the combination of the two. To do this, the RRC should be set up to create an environment, 
processes, and structures that ensure all perspectives germane to any issue are acknowledged and 
invited to participate.  

Outstanding Questions for Phase 3 

The following is an initial list of the questions and issues that WECC and its stakeholder community 
will address in Phase 3.  

• How should security issues be represented and addressed in the WECC committee structure, 
recognizing that there currently exists a Physical Security Work Group and Cyber Security 
Work Group?  

• What structures and processes are necessary to ensure a balanced representation of market and 
operations perspectives on the RRC? 

• How do we ensure market issues aren’t buried under operating issues if the OC and MIC are 
combined?  

• How will work product be reviewed? 
• What are the voting rules for the combined OC/MIC? 
• How do we ensure balance on the RRC?  
• How do we improve/require that the Technical Committees seek input on committee work 

before it is finalized or implemented? 
• How and when will committee work be made available for peer and public review and 

feedback? 
• Will the issues with charters be addressed so that committees do not have to spend as much 

time developing, approving, and reviewing them? 
• What type of committee participant status will different stakeholders have? Will any one 

committee member type have more voting power than another? 
• What options will be available to committee members in terms of voting and how will members 

be restricted from voting?  
• How will the RAC take on additional work, e.g., near-term assessments? 
• What do we do with existing shared groups, e.g., JSIS? 
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Project Management 

WECC staff will provide project management support to the committees. In the new structure, WECC 
staff will interact with the committees in the following ways: 

1. Subject Matter Expertise: WECC staff possesses subject matter expertise in certain areas. 
WECC subject matter experts should contribute to the committees as partners where possible.  

2. Leadership: Leadership training is central to the development of every WECC employee. 
WECC staff can provide leadership to the committees, particularly in connecting the work of 
the committees to WECC’s mission and vision. This leadership may be in an official capacity, 
e.g., group co-chair or vice chair, as determined in Phase 3.  

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

4. Project Coordination and Project Management Support: To ensure work is completed in a 
timely manner, every committee project or initiative should have project coordination and 
management support provided by WECC. This support will ensure all work is produced in the 
timeframe outlined in the project plan or group’s charter and meets WECC’s standards of 
quality and rigor. 

Costs  

The SETF has not analyzed the costs of implementing a project management solution for work-
producing committees. Based on preliminary conversations with WECC staff, there may be 
opportunities to provide project management support without incurring substantial additional costs, 
e.g., developing project management skills of existing administrative staff. These options will be 
examined by WECC management. The SETF leaves the determination of costs to WECC management 
but recommends that cost be included as priority criteria for measuring the success of WECC staff’s 
interaction with the committees.  

Outstanding Questions for Phase 3 

The following is an initial list of the questions and issues that WECC and its stakeholder community 
will address in Phase 3.  

• How will the project management be staffed? 
• Will there be additional costs to implement this change? 
• Will the liaison role change? 
• What should WECC staff’s role be regarding leadership in the committees? 
• How will we ensure WECC policies and processes are clearly communicated to committees? 
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Metrics 

The WECC Board of Directors directed this task force to develop metrics to track whether implemented 
changes are improving stakeholder engagement. The SETF acknowledges the comments and concerns 
about the difficulty and complexity of developing metrics. The SETF understands that developing 
effective, meaningful metrics will be a difficult task.   

The JGC will track metrics for work product management and stakeholder engagement. The metrics 
will be developed in the implementation phase, but some preliminary ideas for metrics include: 

• Metric #1: A 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: A 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. 

• Metric 3: A focus on the cost effectiveness of the new committee structure. Are costs going to 
support the creation of meaningful value? 

Outstanding Questions for Phase 3 

The following is an initial list of the questions and issues that WECC and its stakeholder community 
will address in Phase 3.  

• How will the metrics be established? 
• Are these the right metrics? What other metrics should be included? 
• How will we review the metrics to make sure they are actually measuring what we intend? 
• How will the metrics be measured and tracked? 
• Who will gather the information and maintain the metrics? 
• How and how often will the metrics be reviewed? 
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