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1 (See 163 in FERC order)

a. Should NERC move to a single representation model for ERO membership
and voting on standards?

EL CON Response: Yes, NERC should have a single representation modd. Thereis
Nno reason to incur the extra cost, inconvenience and confusion of two different

modes. Further, two models creates a perception that NERC could not cometo an
agreement on asingle mode and raises the perception of undue influencein the
governance process by certain entities.

b. What should that member ship model be?

EL CON Response: The representation model of today’ s Registered Ballot Body has
been shown to work — and work well. 1t should be the modd for ERO membership as
well asfor the RBB. ELCON is strongly opposed to any further dilution of consumer
representation from that on the RBB model. We thus oppose the proposed
representation model for the Member Representation Committee. We are strenuoudy
opposed to giving the RROs and REs any vote in the Member Representation
Committee. FERC was very clear when it said: “NERC must address the potential
conflict in having RES participate in advising the board on issues such as budgets,
which have a direct impact on the RES” (1 75 of the FERC Order) Obviousy RROs
and REs, like NERC staff, should be offered the opportunity to attend any open
mesting.

C. Should NERC take the approach of justifying the two separate
representation models?

ELCON Response: No. Thereisno need for two different models and no
judtification should be attempted. As stated above, two models creates a perception
that NERC could not come to an agreement on asingle model and raisesthe
perception of undue influence in the governance process by certain entities.

d. What would the justification for two separate models be?
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EL CON Response: Thereisno reason to have different modeds. 1t would only draw
atention to a dysfunctiona governance model.

2. (See§ 75in FERC Order)

a. Should therepresentation model limit regional reliability organizationsto one
member per interconnection?

EL CON Response: Regiond rdiahility organizations (and regiond entities) are (or
should be) smply extensions of NERC. As such, they should have no vote. As
stated above, FERC was very cear when it said: “NERC must address the potential
conflict in having RES participate in advisng the board on issues such as budgets,
which have adirect impact on the RES.” ( 75 of the FERC Order) Obvioudy RROs
and REs, like NERC gff, should be offered the opportunity to attend any open
mesting.

b. Should regional entities and regional reliability organizations share the same
representation or be represented separately?

EL CON Response: They should generdly share the same representation — with no
vote.

3. (See 1 90in FERC order)

a. |f NERC separatesthe | SOSRTOs into a separate segment for voting on
standards, should that segment be subject to the segment weight discounting
rule (each entity gets 10 percent of a segment vote)?

EL CON Response: Theissue of ISO/RTO representation iscomplex. The
|SOS/RTOs negotiated for, and received, basicaly equa status with both NERC and
NAESB in the cregtion of the NERC/NAESB/IRC structure of the Joint Interface
Committee (JIC). It would be double representation to give the ISOs and RTOs an
additional votein NERC. However, ELCON recognizesthat FERC stated:
“Therefore we require NERC to create a separate segment for ISOs and RTOs and
address the ISO/RTO Council’ s request for awaiver from the provison weighting the
vote of segments with fewer than ten members.” (1 90 of FERC' s Order) Thus,
NERC has no choice unless it chooses to contest the FERC Order.

b. Should the samerule apply for regional entities and/or regional reliability
organizations?

EL CON Response: Nether theregiond entities nor the regiond religbility
organizations should have any vote (see above).



