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Unofficial Comment Form — Functional Model and Functional Model Technical Document (v5)

Unofficial Comment Form for the Draft Functional Model — Version 5
Please DO NOT use this comment form.  Please use the electronic form located at the link below to submit comments on the draft Functional Model (v5).  Comments must be submitted by October 26, 2009.  If you have questions please contact Stephen Crutchfield at stephen.crutchfield@nerc.net or by telephone at 609-651-9455.  
Background Information:
The Functional Model Working Group began working on revisions for Version 5 of the Functional Model in November of 2008 and posted proposed revisions for a 30 day comment period from July 21 through August 19, 2009.  The FMWG reviewed stakeholder comments and made conforming revisions to both the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document.  A summary of the comments, responses and revisions follows: 
Interchange function and Interchange Coordinator responsible entity in version 5 of the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document:  Many commenters agreed with the revisions and suggested some alternative language as well as the inclusion of defined terms relating to Interchange (Confirmed Interchange, Arranged Interchange, etc).  The FMWG agrees and has included the use of these terms in the model.  Other commenters suggested that the FMWG coordinate with the Coordinate Interchange Standard Drafting Team (project 2008-12).  The FMWG notes that we have been in contact with the drafting team and will continue to work them as they revise the INT set of standards.
Planning Reliability function and the Planning Coordinator entity in version 5 of the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document: The majority of stakeholders agree with the revisions to the Planning sections of the Functional Model.  Some commenters suggested minor edits that the FMWG included in the document.  The FMWG also revised the section on “Areas” in the Technical Document to clarify stakeholders’ concerns that the passage was confusing.
Transmission Planning Reliability function and the Transmission Planner entity in version 5 of the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document:  The majority of stakeholders agree with the revisions to the Transmission Planning sections of the Functional Model.  Two stakeholders suggested revisions that the FMWG did not agree with and therefore declined to include.  We have revised item 5 of the “Function - Transmission Planning” as suggested to:  Evaluate, develop, document, and report on expansion plans for the Transmission Planner Area. 
Resource Planning function and the Resource Planner entity in version 5 of the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document: The majority of stakeholders agree with the proposed revisions to the Resource Planner sections of the Functional Model.  One stakeholder questioned the need for the Resource Planner in the Model because of a paucity of requirements in the standards for the Resource Planner.  While it is true that there are currently few Reliability Standards that are uniquely applicable to Resource Planners, the FMWG considers the Resource Planning function crucial to maintaining resource adequacy.  The FMWG recognizes that not all tasks in the Functional Model may be represented by a standard requirement. 
Terminology revisions in version 5 of the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document:  The majority of commenters agreed with the proposed changes.  Commenters that disagreed generally proposed that Version 5 address current NERC issues, including:

· defining the term Directive
· the long-term solution of LSEs in retail choice jurisdictions

The FMWG disagrees, believing that such issues need to be addressed outside of the Model through the Standard Development Process.  Commenters identified instances where the Model retains inappropriate references to "responsibility" - the FMWG agreed and has made the recommended changes.  The FMWG made changes to the table summarizing the terminology changes, in response to a commenter that identified the need for additional clarity.  
Other Comments on the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document:  The majority of responders to this question provided many useful suggestions for edits to the remaining sections of the Functional Model.  Most of the suggested revisions were incorporated in the Model.

Other Comments on the Functional Model technical Document:  
(1) Several commenters suggested that the discussion in the Technical Document inappropriately focuses on certain topics, Functional Entities and market structures while there is little discussion on some other topics. This is intentional since the Technical Document is intended to provide additional information to help explain certain aspects of the Model which, in our view, require further elaboration to address complexity or which may not be readily understood by simply reading the tasks or relationship presented in the Model. For example, the FMWG observed that the industry appeared to be quite confused with the roles of Load-Serving Entity and Distribution Provider, and the role of the Transmission Owner in providing the facilities and implementing load shedding. For this reason, the Technical Document was expanded to provide a rather comprehensive discussion to provide readers with a broader picture of the various entities’ roles in these areas. Further, the Model provides an overview of the relationship (interactions) among Functional Entities and between them and other market participants. As such, it is inevitable that the Technical Document also describes some of the interfaces between reliability and market domains. 

(2) Several commenters suggested the Functional Model should include only those Functional Entities that exist, i.e. those that are in the NERC registry and must perform reliability tasks that directly impact the BES. While the Functional Model is regarded as a guide for standard development, its original scope and intent were to provide a general description of the tasks that need to be performed to ensure reliability and the interactions among market participants that may have an impact on reliability. Consistent with this intent, the Model includes functions and Functional Entities such as the standard development and reliability assurance functions and their respective Functional Entities (Standard Developer and Reliability Assurer) as their associated tasks are needed to ensure reliability although no standards are currently written to hold these entities responsible for compliance. Further, in providing a full picture of the reliability domain which includes its interface with the market domain, the Model needs to include the Market Operator to show its relationship with the Balancing Authority. 
As indicated in the Introduction Section, Standards Developers are not required to include tasks envisioned in the model, nor are the Standard Developers precluded from developing Reliability Standards that are not described in the Model. When developed, standards will stipulate which entity is held accountable for meeting requirements, which in turn drives the need for entity registration. The Functional Model does not drive this, and hence it is not necessary that all Functional Entities defined in the Model to be on the NERC registry.  

(3) Several commenters observed some inconsistency in the use of the term “Bulk Electric System” used in the Technical Document and the term “Bulk Power System” used in the Functional Model Document. We have reviewed both documents, and changed all “Bulk Power System” terms to Bulk Electric System”.
Future Development Plan:

	Anticipated Actions
	Anticipated Date

	1. Post Functional Model (v5) and Functional Model Technical Document (v5) for second 30 day comment period. 
	October, 2009

	2. Respond to comments and revise documents as necessary.
	November, 2009

	3. Hold Functional Model v5 workshop to present final revisions to the industry.  
	December 7, 2009

	4. Request approval from the OC, OC and CIPS on the technical content of version 5 of the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document.
	December 8–9, 2009

	5. Request approval from the SC to post version 5 of the Functional Model and the Functional Model Technical Document as reference documents.
	January, 2010


The most significant revision that the FMWG made was relating to maintenance of transmission and generation facilities for the Owner.  

Transmission Owner (page 44):

Original:  Authorize maintenance of facilities and rights-of-way.

Revision:  Maintain transmission facilities and rights-of-way.

Generator Owner (page 50):

Original:  Authorize maintenance of owned generating facilities.

Revision:  Maintain owned generating facilities

This clarifies in the model that the Owner, not the Operator, is responsible for maintenance of its facilities.  The Owner may have others perform the maintenance, but the owners are still responsible for that maintenance.  The FMWG made other clarifying revisions to the Reliability Coordinator and Balancing Authority to further clarify which entity is responsible for maintenance and maintenance planning and coordination.

The FMWG would like to receive industry comments on the draft Functional Model (v5).  Since the Functional Model Technical Document is an expansion of the Functional Model, we are not seeking comments on revisions to it.  The FMWG will make corresponding revisions to the Functional Model Technical Document based on any conforming revisions made to the Functional Model.  Accordingly, we request that you submit your comments by October 26, 2009.
*Please use the electronic comment form to submit your final responses to NERC.
1. Do you agree with the proposed revisions in version 5 of the Functional Model to the Generator Owner/Operator (pages 48-51 of Redline version) and Transmission Owner (pages44-45)/Operator (pages 37-38) regarding the clarification of asset ownership and maintenance?  If no, please provide comments in support of your answer in the comment area. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
2. Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the definitions of the Reliability Coordinator (pages 30-31) and Balancing Authority (pages 33-34) in version 5 of the Functional Model?  If no, please provide comments in support of your answer in the comment area. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
3. Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the Interchange Function (page 40) and Interchange Coordinator Entity (page 41) in version 5 of the Functional Model?  If no, please provide comments in support of your answer in the comment area. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
4. Do you have any other comments regarding the proposed revisions to the Functional Model? If yes, please provide comments in support of your answer in the comment area. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
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