
December 17, 2021 

 

Northwest Power Pool 

7505 NE Ambassador Place, Suite R 

Portland, Oregon 97220 

 

Re: Northwest Power Pool’s Western Resource Adequacy Program Governance Straw Proposal for 

States’ Role on the Committee of State Representatives.   

 

Dear Northwest Power Pool Steering Committee: 

The signatory states (Signatories) to this letter appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Northwest 

Power Pool’s (NWPP) Western Resource Adequacy Program  (WRAP) Governance Straw Proposal (Straw 

Proposal) for States’ Role on the Committee of State Representatives (COSR).  We appreciate the time 

and effort the NWPP has committed to working with participating jurisdictions to define the important 

role of states and to refine governance details for the WRAP.  Signatories submit this letter, along with a 

draft COSR Charter and draft COSR Budget, in an effort to address remaining WRAP governance concerns 

and drive toward resolution of the states’ role on the COSR and with respect to the WRAP.  

We observe that dialogue on the role of states in the WRAP has evolved. While other regionalization 

projects, such as SPP and MISO, maintain significant decision making roles for states alongside participants 

on resource adequacy issues, it is clear the WRAP participants are unwilling to consider 205 filing rights 

for the COSR, at this time. We see in the straw proposal, an effort to identify where the COSR can weigh 

in as a stakeholder or advisor. WRAP representatives have made commitments to meaningful engagement 

should the WRAP Participants consider taking action over the COSR’s objections. The changes requested 

below are necessary to formalize these assurances and address the comparatively limited role in decision 

making that WRAP participants are willing to provide the COSR. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

I. WRAP program governance documentation should include a statement that further clarifies the 

relationship of the WRAP to existing state authority and jurisdiction over resource adequacy, 

resource choice, and procurement. 

In the Straw Proposal addressing the States’ Role in the WRAP Program Governance, the NWPP WRAP 

agreed to include the following clarifying statement in the governance documentation: 

The WRAP is not intended to pre-empt or circumvent state regulatory 

process around resource adequacy planning and procurement.  It is the 

hope of the designers of the WRAP that the overall governance structure 
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for the WRAP facilitates state process and outcomes that can operate 

jointly with a regional resource adequacy program.  Furthermore, the 

WRAP is intended to support competition in the West and not to impede 

or unduly restrict competition. 

State signatories appreciate this clarification but seek to further clarify the relationship of the WRAP to 

existing state authority and jurisdiction over resource adequacy, resource choice, and procurement.  

Understanding that the WRAP is intended to bind participating utilities to demonstrate an overall quantity 

of capacity to meet the seasonal sufficiency tests, and does not determine which resources a utility must 

have acquired or have control over to meet these tests, it is important to make this distinction clear in the 

clarifying statement.  Further, the authority of state commissions to ensure compliance with state law 

governing resource procurement and choice must be retained and may not be preempted or otherwise 

supplanted by the WRAP.  Specifically, it is important to ensure that the WRAP will not supplant or 

diminish the jurisdiction or authority of states concerning resource choice, prudence of resource choice, 

or contravene state laws concerning resources used to serve customer load.  Additionally, while it is critical 

that the WRAP is functional for non-utility participants and does not disadvantage them in the larger 

resource marketplace, the final sentence inadvertently implies the WRAP is a market. Clearer language 

would be helpful to clearly establish expectations.   

For this reason, we request the clarifying statement be modified accordingly: 

The WRAP is not intended to pre-empt, supplant, or otherwise circumvent 

state jurisdiction, including state regulatory process, determinations of 

around resource adequacy planning, resource choice, andor resource 

procurement.  Any state agency that has statutory jurisdiction over the 

rates charged or services provided by a member utility reserves the right 

to exercise any and all lawful means to preserve its state jurisdiction and 

authority.  It is the hope of the designers of the WRAP that the overall 

governance structure for the WRAP facilitates state process and 

outcomes that can operate jointly with a regional resource adequacy 

program.  Furthermore, the WRAP is intended to support competition in 

the West and not to impede or unduly restrict competition. 

(See proposed COSR Charter – Establishment and Authority). 

 

II. The governance process should provide for additional COSR and stakeholder review of any PRC 

proposals substantively changed by the RAPC. 

Signatories to this letter appreciate the additional process, noted in the Straw Proposal, providing for an 

additional public meeting and opportunity for the COSR Chair, COSR Vice Chair, and others to provide 

public comment on final PRC proposals before the PRC submits such proposals to the RAPC.  As illustrated 

on page 6 of the Straw Proposal, the RAPC will review and may revise PRC proposals but there is no 

designated opportunity for stakeholder engagement or public comment during or after the RAPC review 

and decision, except for the opportunity for any stakeholder or member of the public to  appeal a RAPC 

decision to the Board.   
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Signatories recommend several additional changes and clarifications to the process following RAPC 

review.  First, there should be additional public review and comment on final proposals of the RAPC before 

a final RAPC decision, if such proposals are substantively different from proposals submitted to the RAPC 

by the PRC.  Second, it is important that sufficient time and a meaningful opportunity is provided for the 

COSR, COSR members, and other stakeholders to effectively provide comments to the Board on final RAPC 

proposals, prior to the Board taking action to approve or reject such proposals.  This additional process 

will ensure an opportunity for stakeholders to comment and provide an indication of support or 

opposition to final RAPC products in an effective and timely manner.  (See proposed COSR Charter – 

Purpose and Responsibilities, item k). 

Signatories also recommend that, if the COSR as a body formally opposes or appeals the RAPC’s decision 

to the Board, there be an explicit pause prior to Board consideration and that the RAPC be required to 

engage in a transparent public dispute resolution process with the COSR, including taking responsibility 

for at least two attempts to reach a mutually agreeable solution. This type of explicit dispute resolution 

would only be required upon formal action by the COSR to oppose a RAPC decision, which is expected to 

be rare given engagement earlier in the process. However, it is an important, explicit structural guarantee 

of the type of in-depth engagement that would have been expected if a states committee with Section 

205 filing rights were preparing to make a filing to FERC.  

 

III. The WRAP governance documents should provide for the COSR to assign an independent 

support staff member(s) to attend closed meetings of the Resource Adequacy Participants 

Committee (RAPC). 

The RAPC holds significant control over decision-making and the overall design, direction, and 

performance of the WRAP.  The extent and subject matter of RAPC executive sessions remains relatively 

opaque, including where critical policy negotiations and deliberations will be done. COSR membership on 

the RAPC remains advisory only, unlike OMS membership on the equivalent MISO participants committee, 

eliminating a decision-making role. Signatories feel strongly that assigning an independent COSR support 

staff member(s)—subject to a signed non-disclosure agreement—to attend closed meetings of the RAPC 

would provide greater transparency and important insight into RAPC actions, efforts, and the 

development of final RAPC proposals before they are submitted to the Board for consideration.  As 

appropriate and allowed under the non-disclosure agreement, support staff would provide the COSR with 

insight on closed-meeting RAPC activities and decision-making, supporting greater COSR awareness and 

helping to inform more effective COSR engagement with the RAPC.  Where necessary, support staff 

briefings would take place in COSR executive session to preserve confidentiality. The COSR support staff 

would not inappropriately reveal commercial information to state regulators and could be excluded from 

sessions pertaining to legal advice or legal strategy. These details and others could be further discussed 

through the development of the NDA. Accordingly, Signatories recommend that WRAP governance 

provisions provide that the COSR shall assign an independent COSR support staff member(s) to attend 

and audit closed meetings of the RAPC.  (See proposed COSR Charter – Purpose and Responsibilities, item 

j). 
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IV. WRAP governance documents should specifically provide that the COSR’s representative on the 

NWPP’s Board of Directors Nominating Committee will serve and participate as a voting 

member. 

Signatories feel strongly that the Committee of State Representatives (COSR) have a meaningful vote in 

selecting members of the independent Board.  As provided in the NWPP Resource Adequacy Program – 

Detailed Design document, the COSR will have one member (Chair or Vice Chair) on the Nominating 

Committee (NC) that would only vote in the event of a tie.1  While we recognize that the NWPP WRAP has 

agreed to make the COSR representative a voting member of the NC, this change is not yet reflected in 

the governance documentation or straw proposal. Signatories recommend that the WRAP governance 

documents be revised to reflect that the COSR representative will serve as a voting member on the NC, 

entitled to vote on all official actions of the NC.  (See proposed COSR Charter – Composition and 

Governance, item 2(d)). 

 

V. The WRAP governance documents should include a clear and concise NWPP governance 

reopener clause that triggers an overall governance structure review in the event that the 

NWPP expands the scope of its regional service. 

The Straw Proposal indicates that, “[t]he governance structure would provide that, in the event the NWPP 

expands the scope of its regional service to include market optimization and dispatch services, including 

real-time imbalance, day-ahead optimization, or full RTO services, the NWPP would initiate a formal 

process with COSR and stakeholders to conduct a full review of governance structures and procedures, 

including the role of states and provinces.”2  Signatories recommend the following language for the 

reopener clause. 

Prior to filing at FERC for the expansion of regional services, the NWPP 

will initiate a formal process with COSR and other stakeholders and 

conduct a full review of governance structures and procedures, including 

the role of states and provinces.  If states and provinces do not support 

the revised governance structure approved by the NWPP Board of 

Directors, the NWPP agrees to file an alternative state-supported 

governance structure with its filing at FERC. 

(See proposed COSR Charter – Purpose and Responsibilities, item k). 

 

We sincerely appreciate the effort NWPP has made to engage Western representatives in a meaningful 

dialogue regarding proposed WRAP Governance Provisions and the role of states in this important 

Program.   

 

 

 
1 NWPP Resource Adequacy Program – Detailed Design , 30. 
2 WRAP Governance Straw Proposal for States’ Role on COSR, Section 5. 



 

 

 

Lea Márquez Peterson 

Chairwoman 

Arizona Corporation Commission 

 

 
J. Andrew McAllister 

Commissioner 

California Energy Commission 

 

 
Eric Blank 

Chairman 

Colorado Public Utilities Commission 

 

 

 
Will Toor 

Executive Director 

Colorado Energy Office 

 

 

 

John Chatburn, Administrator 

Idaho Governor’s Office of Energy & Mineral 

Resources 

 

 

Hayley Williamson 

Chair 

Public Utilities Commission of Nevada 

 

 

C.J. Manthe 

Commissioner 

Public Utilities Commission of Nevada 

 

 

 

Janine Benner 

Director 

Oregon Department of Energy 

 

On behalf of the Oregon Public Utility 

Commission: 

 

Megan Decker 

Chair 

Oregon Public Utility Commission 
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/s/ Thad LeVar 

 

Thad Levar 

Chair 

Public Service Commission of Utah 

 

 

 
Thom Carter 

Executive Director 

Utah Office of Energy Development 

 

 

 

 

David W. Danner 

Chairman 

Washington Utilities and Transportation 

Commission 

 

 

 

Ann Rendahl 

Commissioner 

Washington Utilities and Transportation 

Commission 

 

 

Jay Balasbas 

Commissioner 

Washington Utilities and Transportation 

Commission 

 

 

On behalf of the Wyoming Public Service 

Commission: 

 

 

Chris Petrie 

Chairman 

Wyoming Public Service Commission 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: unless otherwise indicated, signatories have signed on in their individual capacity. 

 


