
 
 

1. Introduction  
 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
 
AltaLink Alberta Transmission Development Policy (the Policy), Transmission 

Regulation (the Regulation), Alberta Department of Energy evidence 
(the DoE Evidence), and AUC regulatory decision have defined the 
principles and criteria regarding the use of RAS as a non-wires 
solution.  Specifically: 
 
• Page 9 of Transmission Development Policy stated that 

“Contractual ‘must-run’ arrangements with market generators and 
RAS arrangements are short-term solutions.  These solutions are 
not as reliable as building transmission facilitates for the long-term 
and should not be considered as a substitute for transmission or 
preclude the development of a robust transmission network.” 

• Section 15(3) of Transmission Regulation stated that “the ISO may 
make or provide for specific and limited exception to the 
requirement of subsection (1) and propose a non-wires solution 
(a) in areas where there is limited potential for growth of load, 

and the cost of the non-wires solution is materially less than 
the life-cycle cost of the transmission wires solution, 
compared over an equivalent study period 

(b) if the non-wires solution is required to ensure reliable service 
due to the shorter lead time of the non-wires solution, for a 
specified limited period of time.” 

• Page 2 of Alberta Department of Energy’s rebuttal evidence 
regarding AESO’s 500 kV Transmission System Reinforcement 
(application No. 1346928) stated that “The criteria for the use of 

The AESO is aware of the policy direction put 
forward in the Transmission Development Policy 
(TDP), the DOE evidence at the transmission 
hearings and the Commission TCM Decision1. The 
AESO is guided by such policy with regards to 
interconnection RAS which is used to address short 
term constraints on a temporary basis until 
transmission facilities are in place. The AESO 
notes that the Transmission Regulation section 
15(2) permits the AESO to consider non-wires 
solutions such as system RAS on a specific and 
limited basis for a specified time period and section 
15(3)(a) permits the AESO to propose a permanent 
non-wires solution under specific economic 
conditions.  
The AESO does not intend to use system RAS as 
an alternative to major system upgrades or key 
transmission paths.  The anticipated use of system 
RAS would be the mitigation of low probability high 
impact events (Category C and D).  The 
implementation of a system RAS may result in a 
generator or load having more limited transmission 
access under abnormal operating conditions. This 
use of system RAS is in the AESO’s view permitted 
under Transmission Regulation section 15(1) which 
requires the AESO to plan a system that is 
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1 Alberta Utilities Commission (The Commission) Decision entitled “ Alberta Electric System Operator Objections to ISO Rule 9.4 Transmission Constraints Management April 9, 
2009 2009-042  (TCM Decision) 
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remedial action schemes (RAS) are described in the transmission 
policy and the Transmission Regulation, as well as in the 
WECC/NERC planning standards.  The use of RAS arrangements 
must be based on these criteria and should not be applied where 
they are simply the lowest cost option or simply where it is 
‘economic to do so’.” 
“RAS are generally intended to be short-term solutions.  These 
solutions should not be considered as a substitute for transmission 
or preclude the development of a robust transmission network.  In 
addition, a RAS that targets certain generations in order to manage 
congestion on a long-term basis would frustrate the intent of the 
Act (s.17) and Transmission Regulation (s.24) to provide open and 
fair access to generators.” 
“While RAS managements have a role to play, that role does not 
include long-term alleviation of congestion” 
“Long-term use of RAS does not support these broad objectives 
and in addition, these solutions are not as reliable as building 
transmission facilities.” 

• In its decision on Needs Identification Document Application 
regarding Southwest Alberta 240-kV Transmission System 
Development, AUC (then Alberta Energy and Utilities Board) 
stated, on Page 5, that “Reducing the use of, or reliance upon, 
remedial action schemes (RAS) will provide more efficient and 
reliable operation” 

In the introduction section, the AESO paper stated that “RAS may also 
be used as a permanent non-wires solution to address issues that arise 
on a regional or system wide basis.”  AltaLink disagrees with the 
approach of using RAS as permanent non-wires solution without 
regards to the principles and criteria established in the Policy, the 
Regulation, the DoE Evidence, and AUC decision.  

adequate so that, on an annual basis, and at least 
95% of the time, transmission of all anticipated in-
merit energy can occur under abnormal operating 
conditions. System RAS used for this purpose is 
reviewed as system conditions change and may be 
permanently required in some circumstances.  
   

ATCO Electric ATCO Electric understands AESO's statutory obligations to ensure the 
safe and reliable operation of the electric system while providing 
market participants access to the transmission system to facilitate 
market transactions and generally agree with the approach proposed 

Acknowledged. 
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by the AESO in this discussion paper for the use of RAS to facilitate 
the interconnection of load and generation in areas of constrained 
transmission system.  

ATCO Power

 

Acknowledged. 
 

Capital Power

 

The AESO agrees with Capital Power that it has a 
duty under regulation and policy to plan a robust 
transmission system.  
The AESO does not intend to use system RAS as 
an alternative to major system upgrades or key 
transmission paths.  The use of system RAS is in 
the AESO’s view permitted under Transmission 
Regulation section 15(1) which requires the AESO 
to plan a system that is adequate so that, on an 
annual basis, and at least 95% of the time, 
transmission of all anticipated in-merit energy can 
occur under abnormal operating conditions. System 
RAS used for this purpose is reviewed as system 
conditions change and may be permanently 
required in some circumstances 
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2. Purpose 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink AltaLink agrees with the AESO’s approach of having a documented 

RAS strategy as it will provide clarity regarding the use and 
application of RAS.  AltaLink believes that along with this 
documented strategy the AESO should also provide a review plan or 
RAS removal plan on all of the existing system RASes as new 
transmission facilities are planned. 
 

The AESO is obligated under its own rules to 
review existing system RAS to determine if 
changes are appropriate. The AESO has an 
internal system studies process that it follows to 
help it fulfill duties regarding planning and operating 
the system. System studies are carried out on a 
periodic and an event basis. Existing system RAS 
are reviewed as part of those system studies and 
would prompt an existing system RAS to be 
removed if warranted. The AESO is also consulting 
with industry regarding the adoption of RAS 
standards that would require regular reporting on 
the operation of the most severe system RAS such 
as the RAS associated with interties. 

ATCO Power 

 

The Transmission Regulation section 17 requires 
the AESO to make rules and establish business 
practices respecting the operation of the 
transmission system. The AESO acknowledges 
that some overarching rules related to the 
management of RAS are appropriate. 

Capital 
Power 

 

The AESO acknowledges that some overarching 
rules related to the management of RAS are 
appropriate. The AESO believes that the specific 
criteria and thresholds used when considering a 
RAS application are best discussed within the 
AESO Reliability Criteria and to some extent within 
the reliability standards and not within AESO rules.  
 
The AESO is required to review Alberta 
transmission planning reliability standards which 

 4 



 

could mean revising the reliability criteria including 
providing more detail regarding the application of 
RAS in Alberta. Additionally, implementation of the 
NERC PRC-015 reliability standard requires certain 
things including: 
i) maintaining a list of RAS, 
ii) obtaining appropriate data, 
iii) maintaining a process for review of RAS. 
The combination of system studies process and 
processes under PRC-015 will cover RAS changes 
outside of customer interconnections.  
 
The AESO has kept the real time constraints 
management separate from the RAS management. 
All constraints ultimately occur in real time and 
need to be managed by the system controller (SC). 
The SC needs to have a procedure to follow when 
an unforeseeable event occurs. OPPs are area 
specific procedures intended to provide guidance 
for managing any constraint on the existing system 
and contain procedures for unforeseeable but 
possible events (contingencies) that are studied by 
the AESO following established reliability criteria. 
The SC manages congestion in real time following 
the OPP procedures and using the TCM Rule as 
guidance when there is no applicable procedure for 
an unforeseeable event. In the planning stage, 
system planners may run studies and foresee 
constraints that may be caused a new 
interconnection that require a RAS.   
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TransAlta We believe that the rules and business practices need to be finalized as 
a package rather than separately.  Clarity of how the two fit together 
and what detail is required is needed to complete this process. 
 
We understand the identification of RAS during the planning stage for 
an interconnection, but have difficulty when a RAS is imposed after 
the developer has agreed to the interconnection and is proceeding.  
System studies are undertaken as part of the planning process.   
 
Once the “temporary” time period for a RAS that should be specified 
in the interconnection agreement has expired then a Customer RAS 
should be considered a System RAS. 

The AESO agrees with TransAlta that RAS rules 
and business practices would be more clearly 
understood if they were presented as a package. 
The AESO intends to ensure that there is a 
comprehensive consideration of overall TCM 
including RAS. The AESO will consult on the RAS 
rules content as part of its normal rule process and 
expects to be able to utilize stakeholder feedback in 
preparing the supporting RAS information 
documents. 
 
Regarding the temporary nature of RAS, the AESO 
is responsible for preparing and submitting needs 
identification documents to the Commission which 
include an estimate of the timing for completion of 
the required facilities. The AESO notes that there 
are many factors which are beyond the AESO’s 
control which may alter the timing for completion of 
the requested facilities. Any customer 
interconnection project timeline may impact or be 
impacted by other customer interconnection 
projects and system projects, and their respective 
timelines. As a result, RAS requirements may 
change. The AESO regards interconnection RAS to 
be a temporary measure but can only provide an 
estimate as to when the RAS will no longer be 
required. The Customer can chose to accept the 
conditions of the RAS before interconnecting or can 
chose to wait until the facilities are in fact in place.  
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TransCanada 

 
 

 

The AESO agrees with TransCanada that RAS 
practices and processes should be consistent with 
our market structure and should not create 
perverse incentives for market participants. The 
AESO must also consider its duties under the EUA 
and the Transmission Regulation to provide safe, 
reliable operation of the system and reasonable 
system access. The policy discussion on TCM 
overall is intended to provide the clarity required to 
industry that TCE seeks. 
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3. Background 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
ATCO Power 

 

 
 

RAS is an automatic action designed to protect 
system facilities. If a potential issue is anticipated, a 
RAS can be installed to insure timely response. If a 
RAS is known to be unavailable due to 
maintenance the SC has time to take preemptive 
actions before a constraint occurs to provide 
protection of system facilities. Such actions would 
often define operating conditions as if the constraint 
were already in effect thereby ensuring reliable 
operation. Preemptive SC actions result in a lower 
degree of transmission optimization compared to 
the use of RAS. If a RAS fails to operate, the 
transmission system operators and the SC will act 
to mitigate the issue but there is no guarantee that 
such action will prevent damage to system facilities. 
Newly approved and proposed Alberta AESO 
reliability standards require the AESO to investigate 
and report on such RAS failures as they are 
considered to have serious consequences. 

TransCanada 

 

Acknowledged. 
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4.0 RAS Usage in Alberta 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
 No comments received on this section.  
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4.1 Normal and Contingency Conditions 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
TransCanada 

 

The AESO is of the view that the loss of a 
generator under a Category B event is allowed 
pursuant to approved Alberta reliability standard 
TPL-002. Appendix 1 note b of that standard 
provides that; “Planned or controlled interruption of 
electric supply to radial customers or some local 
network customers, connected to or supplied by the 
faulted element or by the affected area, may occur 
in certain areas without impacting the overall 
reliability of the interconnected transmission 
systems…”. The AESO believes that note b in this 
standard provides clarity that planned or controlled 
loss of a generator (e.g. RAS) is an allowable 
consequence of a single event affecting radial or 
local network customers.  
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4.2 RAS Definition 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
Capital 
Power 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

The AESO does not consider RAS to be an 
ancillary service rather we see them as special 
protection schemes or part of the transmission 
protection system.  Interconnection RAS allows 
specific generators system access and does not 
typically have system wide implications. System 
RAS provides protection to system facilities 
however, the AESO does not consider system RAS 
to be an ancillary service. The AESO notes the 
Commission comments on the ancillary service and 
compensation in the TCM Decision which indicated 
that “ … the Commission is not persuaded that the 
payment of compensation is similar to an ancillary 
service because unlike an ancillary service, the 
generators who are constrained down cannot 
physically be dispatched up to provide support to 
the AIES.”2  
 

                                                 
2 TCM Decision, paragraph 139. 
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TransAlta A RAS is defined in the AESO Rules as follows. For 
completeness we have included the definitions of disturbance 
and contingency. We believe these definitions are clear in that a 
RAS is intended to deal with other than system normal 
situations.  This means a RAS should not be used under N-0 
and should not operate under N-0 if one has been installed to 
deal with other than system normal situations. 
 
“remedial action scheme” (RAS) means protection schemes 
designed to perform pre-planned corrective measures following 
a disturbance to provide for acceptable AIES performance or 
equipment protection. 
 
“disturbance” means an unplanned event which produces an 
abnormal system condition or the effects experienced by a 
power system following a contingency, such as high or low 
frequency, abnormal voltage, or oscillations in the system. 
 
“contingency” means an event occurring on the AIES; a 
“single-contingency” means the loss of a single system element 
under any operating condition or anticipated mode of operation. 
 

The AESO acknowledges that the current definition 
of RAS does not contemplate the use of a RAS 
under N-0 conditions. The AESO has a duty to 
provide for the safe, reliable and economic 
operation of the system and in dealing new 
customer interconnections with has assigned RAS 
which operate under N-0 conditions on a temporary 
basis until facility upgrades are in place. The AESO 
will need to consider the RAS definitions in the 
context of the stakeholder discussions on RAS 
policies and procedures. 
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4.3 Existing RAS in Alberta 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink It’s AltaLink’s view that existing RAS programs in Alberta are also 

subject to the principles and criteria set out in the Policy, the 
Regulation, the DoE Evidence, and AUC decision.  

The AESO will follow the direction provided by 
legislation and regulation as well as consider the 
guidance of DOE policy and Commission Decisions 
in the development of RAS rules and guidelines. 

Capital 
Power 

 

The AESO does not intend to use system RAS as 
an alternative to major system upgrades or key 
transmission paths.  The implementation of a 
system RAS may result in a generator or load 
having more limited transmission access under 
abnormal operating conditions which is permitted 
under Transmission Regulation section 15(1). It is 
currently not the AESO’s policy to compensate for 
RAS. 
The AESO regularly monitors the impact of 
transmission constraints on the market and 
undertakes annual stakeholder reviews to discuss 
regional congestion issues. The AESO is currently 
reviewing the available data and will be enhancing 
the information provided with more specific metrics 
where practical.  
  

TransAlta Based on the AESO Rules which define RAS and disturbance and 
contingency, the intent of a RAS is an automated system following an 
unplanned disturbance or contingency as noted above.  TransAlta 
seeks to clarify that a RAS should only be used for Category B (N-1) 
situations and that it should not be used for Category A (N-0) 
conditions.  Further we seek clarification of the following question. 
When planning an interconnection does the AESO, except in 
extraordinary and short term situations, plan for a RAS to operate 
under Category A conditions? Please describe the extraordinary and 

Please refer to the AESO response to TransAlta in 
section 4.2 regarding the topic of using RAS under 
N-0 conditions. 
The AESO notes that a RAS is designed to provide 
automatic protection of system facilities. The AESO 
generally intends to use a RAS where SC action on 
a timely basis is not feasible. When planning an 
interconnection, the AESO undertakes studies to 
determine the need for and appropriate design of a 
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short term conditions of such an exception? 
 
What does "severe" mean in the phrase “severe thermal overloads”? 
We would understand this to mean various combinations of a specified 
percentage overload above rating for a specified period of time. 
Typically the higher the overload the shorter the acceptable time 
period.  This, of course, varies by the facility type whether line, 
transformer, switch, etc. 
 
The AESO needs to provide guidance as to the application of RAS 
schemes relative to static line capacity and emergency line capacity, 
and to the capacity of other transmission facilities.  At one time the 
AESO was undertaking a review of transmission line ratings to 
examine the possibility of moving away from the simplistic 
summer/winter scheme and moving to a seasonal or monthly approach 
and perhaps a regional approach, e.g. North/Central/South. We believe 
that this review has merit and should be pursued with increased 
priority. 
 
 
 

RAS. The AESO would not generally expect that a 
RAS would be required to operate under N-0 
conditions. However, some parts of the AIES such 
as the SW are currently constrained and until new 
transmission facilities are in place, new 
interconnections may be delayed or may only be 
provided system access if they accept a RAS 
design that includes curtailment under N-0 
conditions.   
 
Severe is intended to mean loading above 
emergency ratings, the outcome of which could 
cause equipment damage and is therefore ‘severe’. 
 
The AESO review of facility ratings is currently 
underway and will be shared with stakeholders in 
the near future. Facility owners establish ratings in 
accordance with an acceptable facility ratings 
methodology. An emergency rating, if provided, 
may include both magnitude and duration. RAS 
application involves assessment of the worst 
expected conditions relative to post contingency 
flows. If magnitude is greater than an emergency 
rating, or if the overload cannot be mitigated by 
operation action with the duration provided by 
facility owners, RAS is considered. Application of 
RAS for instability does not necessarily involve 
facility ratings. 

TransCanada 

 

Acknowledged. 
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4.4 AESO Use of RAS 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
Alberta Wind 
Energy 
Corporation 

• RAS should be viewed as very temporary as part of the AESO 
planning process  

• It must be kept in mind that RAS is not in the control of the 
proponent (generator) and a high level of certainty is required 
on the timing and level of RAS for any given project 

Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 1. 

AltaLink See our comment on Section 1 (Introduction) Please refer to AESO response in section 1. 
Capital 
Power  

 

The AESO intends to develop RAS rules and 
business practices which transparent and helpful to 
market participants. The criteria that the AESO 
applies when determining the need and 
appropriateness of RAS are based on the Alberta 
Reliability Criteria and Alberta reliability standards. 
The AESO is currently consulting on the application 
of NERC reliability standards in Alberta and is 
planning to initiate a review of the AESO Reliability 
Criteria with stakeholders in 2010.  
 
The AESO acknowledges Capital Power’s concern 
regarding the use of the expedited rules process 
and is currently reviewing its policies and 
procedures to see if further clarification can be 
provided to market participants regarding its use in 
the future. The AESO notes that with respect to 
interconnection RAS, there are many factors which 
are beyond the AESO’s control which may require 
a RAS to remain in place longer than anticipated. 
The AESO expects that market participants are in 
the best position to assess and mitigate this risk to 
their specific project. Alternatively, they can choose 
to delay interconnection until required facilities are 
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in place. The AESO is of the view that if a RAS is 
required for the reliably operation of the system for 
longer than anticipated, the AESO is still complying 
with its duty to provide reasonable system access 
and market participants should not be 
compensated . 

TransAlta " RAS is often used to maintain or increase the transmission system 
capabilities because it mitigates the transmission performance 
violations after a contingency occurs, by automatically and 
expeditiously tripping generation, load or system facilities." Page 6 
 
A RAS may also be used to runback generation to a level which 
eliminates the overload.  The statement in the discussion paper infers 
the only action would be tripping the generation. Only if the RAS 
runback is ineffective would the generator be tripped.  We would ask 
the AESO to consider if tripping may be appropriate to loads. In 
general the generator should be allowed to reduce their output to the 
required level within ten minutes and only if they do not do so within 
that time period should they be tripped. 
 
“On occasion, circumstances surrounding the customer 
interconnection may change in such a way that the AESO must take 
action to address an immediate or imminent reliability or transmission 
access issue. The reliability issue may arise for a number of reasons 
some of which impact the need for and nature of RAS such as:  
• Delays in transmission facilities may trigger the need for a RAS 

which was not contemplated at the time that the interconnection 
agreement was signed.  

• Customers may wish to advance their in service date and be willing 
to accept limited transmission access until planned facilities are in 
place.  

• Over time as the project develops, system conditions may change or 
new studies may be undertaken utilizing new data or analyzing a 
new system configuration any of which may reveal reliability 

The AESO agrees with TransAlta that RAS design 
may provide for a signal to runback generation to a 
safe, reliable operating level if the runback can 
occur in a timely manner thereby avoiding the need 
to trip the unit. The time limits for the generation 
runback required by an overload condition are 
usually determined by the wires owner and are 
specified in the wires owner’s facility ratings. The 
AESO is of the view that the wires owners are in 
the best position to establish the time limits within a 
RAS that would serve to protect their own facilities.  
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issues that need to be dealt with correctly and promptly to meet 
reliability criteria.  

 
In these circumstances, the AESO intends to apply the same RAS 
policies and practices as would apply otherwise, …" Page 6 
 
We agree the AESO "must take action" but we do not agree that a 
RAS should be imposed subsequent to agreement between the AESO 
and the Customer as to their interconnection requirements unless such 
RAS is handled as hereinafter described.  With the exception of the 
second point above we believe that the proper treatment would be that 
any such RAS would be treated as if it was a System RAS.  We further 
believe that any curtailments arising from any such RAS should 
provide compensation to the Customer so they are made whole. 
 
The second point above is an instance where the Customer changes 
their requested inservice date to an earlier inservice date and as such 
the costs and consequences of such a RAS would be with the 
Customer. 
 
 
 
 
We would consider a transformer limitation to be "low probability / 
high consequence" (page 6) and believe such requirements should be a 
System RAS versus a Customer RAS.  For example, where a system 
substation with transformation between two transmission voltages has 
only one transformer then we would deem any RAS associated with 
such a situation as a System RAS.  
 
We note that "AESO policy is that all costs that need to be incurred to 
implement the system RAS aspect of the interconnection are paid for 
by load and not the interconnecting customer." (Page 11) and we deem 
this to be appropriate treatment for a System RAS. 

The AESO recognizes TransAlta’s concern 
regarding the application of a RAS subsequent to 
the signing of an interconnection agreement. The 
AESO has a duty to provide for the safe, reliable 
operation of the system and if circumstances 
change such that an interconnection RAS is 
required, the customer must either accept the RAS 
or be denied system access until required facilities 
are in place. On the question of compensation, the 
AESO believes that a delay in needed transmission 
facilities is a risk that market participants bear and 
there should not be compensation provided in 
those circumstances. As for circumstances where 
system conditions change, the current AESO policy 
is to not provide compensation to generators 
assigned a RAS. The AESO notes that at some 
point in a projects development prior to actual 
interconnection, a new generation unit is effectively 
in the same position as an existing generation unit 
having committed significant investments to be able 
to access the system. If constraints arise that are 
not directly attributable to the new generation unit, 
the AESO may need to consider treating the 
situation as if it were a system RAS rather than an 
interconnection RAS 
 
The AESO acknowledges TransAlta’s comment 
that a RAS required to handle a transformer 
limitation could be considered a system RAS. 
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TransCanada 

 
 

 

The AESO notes that it is currently applying the 
business practices outlined in the RAS paper. The 
AESO is seeking stakeholder comment on those 
practices and intends to document the potentially 
revised policies and procedures appropriately after 
such consultation. 
 
Before implementing a RAS the AESO undertakes 
engineering studies to determine the optimal use of 
RAS including the type volume and whether the 
RAS should be applied to generation or load or 
both. 
 
It is currently not the AESO’s policy to compensate 
for RAS. This position is consistent with the 
Commission TCM Decision which stated “there was 
no legislative requirement for the AESO to pay 
compensation to generators who are constrained 
down.3” The Commission also found that there is 
not an implied requirement “to provide for 
compensation to constrain down generators to 
ensure a FEOC market4.”  

 

                                                 
3 TCM Decision 2009-042, paragraph 130. 
4 TCM Decision 2009-042, paragraph 138. 

 18 



 
5.0 RAS and AESO Interconnection Business Practices 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink See our comment on Section1 (Introduction). 

 
Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 1. 

Benign 
Energy 
Canada 11 
Inc. – Allan 
Kettles 

Industry needs absolute crystal clear guarantees that AESO will not, and 
shall not use RAS as a grid planning tool as outlined in the Transmission 
Development Policy as has been used on occasion in the past. The TDP is 
clear on such ramifications. 

The AESO has a duty under regulation to plan a 
robust transmission system. RAS is expected to be 
used primarily to accommodate early customer 
interconnections. System RAS may need to be 
used to deal with low probability high impact events 
(Category C and D) or to address temporary 
system issues as allowed under regulation where 
there are exceptional circumstances which occur 
on a specific and limited basis. 
 
Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 1. 

Capital 
Power 

 

The AESO believes that the discussion and 
documentation of RAS business practices will 
provide clarity to stakeholders regarding constraint 
management principles used in the planning 
domain.  The AESO intends to develop RAS rules 
and a business practice information document 
which together with the Transmission Reliability 
Criteria and Alberta reliability standards will provide 
stakeholders with a comprehensive and consistent 
set of policies and procedures which the AESO will 
follow in the application of RAS. Once created, the 
AESO will follow its well established consultation 
processes to document changes to RAS rules and 
record updates to RAS business practices as they 
evolve over time. 
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TransCanada 

 
 

 

The AESO recognizes that there are similarities 
between interconnection and system RAS. The 
primary distinction that the AESO is making is that 
interconnection RAS is an option provided to new 
customers which permits limited access to the 
system before required facilities are in place to 
accommodate 100% of their in merit energy under 
normal conditions. System RAS may be either 
permanent or temporary and, in many cases, the 
generators impacted have existing system access 
arrangements. With system RAS, the generator 
being assigned the RAS is generally not directly 
responsible for causing the constraint and the 
benefits of having the RAS in place are shared by 
other generation and load on the system. 
The AESO prefers market solutions where 
appropriate. The AESO’s view on interconnection 
RAS is that market solutions are often not available 
or viable and the AESO policy of assigning 
interconnection RAS on a last on first off basis is 
both fair and practical.     
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5.1 RAS and the Interconnection In Service Date 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
Alberta Wind 
Energy 
Corporation 

• It should be noted that AESO must be firm on the timing of 
interconnection and any associated RAS.  Uncertainty when 
concerning multi-million dollar projects is unacceptable. 

• “The order of connection is determined by the AESO’s 
interconnection queue management process in effect at the 
time” – The process must be clear and consistent to create 
business certainty. 

The AESO has a duty under regulation to plan the 
transmission system and estimate the timing for 
availability of required facilities. The AESO cannot 
provide firm guarantees as to the timing of required 
facilities as there are many factors beyond the 
AESO’s control which impact project completion 
timing. 
The AESO agrees that the interconnection queue 
management process should be clear and 
consistent and is currently reviewing the queue 
process to avoid creating perverse incentives for 
market participants. 

AltaLink The AESO paper stated “In some case, a RAS may be permanent 
solution as an effective alternative to providing a long-term 
transmission solution.”.  See our comments on Section 1 
(Introduction) and Section 6 (System RAS) 

Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 1. 

 21 



Capital 
Power 

 

Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 1. 

TransAlta  
RAS in terms of an interconnection agreement is intended to be a 
temporary solution to a transmission issue.  We believe the AESO 
should put forth a date by which the interconnection issue will be 
fixed.  If this date passes the AESO should provide generators 
compensation for generation that is unable to reach the grid.  The 
generator has taken the risks stated by the interconnection agreement 
past this point and it  becomes the responsibility & cost of the AESO.  

Please refer to AESO response to Alberta Wind 
Energy Corporation in section 5.1. 
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5.2 Considerations in proposing an Interconnection RAS 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink AltaLink agrees with the AESO’s approach of using interconnection 

RAS on a temporary basis as a reasonable alternative to otherwise 
denying access to the customer to the AIES.  However, given the 
complexity of some RASes, AltaLink is of the opinion that there 
should be a limit to how many interconnection RASes are incorporated 
in a coordinated fashion. 

Acknowledged. 

ATCO 
Electric 

In the interest of ensuring that RAS schemes provide the same level of 
reliability as other protection systems, do not compromise the 
reliability or restrict the operation of the electric system, or impose 
safety hazards to customers, the public or operating personnel, we 
would suggest with the support of stakeholders involved, that the 
AESO consider the development of a technical standards to guide the 
deployment of future RAS schemes.  In addition to defining 
functionality and performance, there should also be some emphasis 
placed on areas of operability and maintainability of RAS facilities. 

The AESO use of RAS is undertaken in a manner 
consistent with NERC standards and existing 
AESO protection standards.  
. 

Capital 
Power 

 

Please refer to AESO response to Capital power in 
section 5.0. 
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5.2.1 Interconnection RAS technical requirements 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink See our comments on Section 5.2 Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 

section 5.2. 
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5.2.2 Interconnection RAS operational requirements 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink See our comments on Section 5.2 Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 

section 5.2. 
TransAlta The AESO’s definition for system RAS vs local RAS are unclear.  It 

appears that number of effective RAS options is the key criteria.  We 
would suggest that other criteria be applied.  Specifically if it is not 
caused by a new load or generator in a time period specified by the 
transmission planning model that it always be considered a System 
RAS.  
 

Please refer to AESO response to TransCanada in 
section 5.0. 
The AESO notes that constraints are not always 
identified through transmission planning studies 
and yet the cause of the constraint can be directly 
related to a new interconnection. The AESO 
considers TransAlta’s suggested criteria for 
defining interconnection RAS to be too restrictive 
and may unduly penalize existing generation and 
load. 
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5.2.3 Interconnection RAS and the interconnection agreement 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
Alberta Wind 
Energy 
Corporation 

• It is imperative that the Customer be made aware of any 
possible constraints and associated RAS as early in the process 
as possible. 

The AESO agrees that this is important. 

AltaLink See our comments on Section 5.2 Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 5.2. 

ATCO 
Electric 

The fourth bullet should clarify that “Other market participants will 
not be provided…” 
 

The AESO agrees that ATCO Electric’s proposed 
change provides clarity to the statement and will 
revise the wording when used in the future. 

Capital 
Power 

 

 

The AESO agrees with Capital Power that STS 
customers, for example, should be treated similarly 
and without discrimination. In accordance with 
policy, the AESO’s proposed TCM rule uses 
reverse merit order followed by pro rata dispatch to 
provide existing and new generation an equal 
opportunity to access the system when the SC can 
manage constraints in real time. When a new 
generator applies to interconnect to the system and 
a RAS is required to protect system facilities, the 
automatic nature of the required protection means 
that system access cannot be granted through the 
offers in the merit order due to time constraints on 
the effective action. Furthermore, the AESO ‘s 
experience is that the pro rata assignment of RAS 
to multiple generators who are effective in relieving 
the constraint increases operational complexity and 
costs and is therefore infeasible or inappropriate as 
a temporary solution. The current AESO policy is to 
assign the RAS to the new generator who has the 
option to either accept the limited system access 
conditions or wait until the required facilities are in 
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place.  
TransAlta "The period of time under which a RAS may be used is temporary and 

may span a few months or several years." Page 9 
 
Any Customer RAS should have a sunset provision which defines 
what "temporary" means.  In our view this should not exceed three 
years from the inservice date of the Customer RAS. To be clear this is 
from the inservice date of the RAS and given the application and 
approval lead times for interconnection through the AESO and AUC 
processes this provides several years ahead of the inservice date. 
Overall the time period from awareness of the problem to the end of 
the sunset period would likely be six years or more. 
 
If the constraint has not been remedied by such time then in our view 
any such RAS would be treated as if it was a System RAS.  We further 
believe that any curtailments arising from any such RAS should 
provide compensation to the customer so they are made whole. 
 
Further, any Need Application for a Customer project, generation or 
load, which includes a Customer RAS must either have had a Need 
Application already filed with the AUC to alleviate the constraint or 
one must be filed within 90 days of the filing date of the Need 
Application for a Customer project.   
 
We believe that these actions provide clarity to the investor that 
"temporary" is indeed temporary and that the constraint will be 
alleviated within a reasonable time or they will be compensated for a 
RAS which exists after the "temporary" period limit of three years. 
 

The AESO understands that new generators would 
like to have more certainty around when an 
assigned interconnection RAS would be removed. 
The AESO has a duty to plan the system and 
provide estimates of the timing for completion of 
needed system facilities’ that would remove the 
RAS requirement. The AESO cannot provide firm 
guarantees as to the timing of required facilities as 
there are many factors beyond the AESO’s control 
which impact project completion timing. The AESO 
expects that market participants are in the best 
position to assess and mitigate this risk to their 
specific project. Alternatively, they can choose to 
delay interconnection until required facilities are in 
place. The AESO is of the view that if a RAS is 
required for the reliably operation of the system for 
longer than anticipated, the AESO is still complying 
with its duty to provide reasonable system access 
and market participants should not be 
compensated.  
 
 
 
 
The AESO is reviewing its interconnection practices 
in an effort to streamline the process. The AESO 
does not believe that it is necessary or appropriate 
to link the preparation of a needs identification 
document prepared under section 34(1) of the EUA 
(Alleviation of Constraints) to a customer Needs 
identification Document. 
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5.3 Potential alternatives when RAS is not appropriate 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
Capital 
Power 

 

 

The AESO believes that the discussion and 
documentation of RAS business practices will 
provide clarity to stakeholders regarding constraint 
management principles used in the planning 
domain.  The AESO intends to develop RAS rules 
and a business practice information document 
which together with the Transmission Reliability 
Criteria and Alberta reliability standards will provide 
stakeholders with a comprehensive and consistent 
set of policies and procedures which the AESO will 
follow in the application of RAS. 
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6.0 System RAS 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink AltaLink has several comments on this section as follows: 

 
• The AESO Paper indicated that “mitigation of Category C and D 

performance events are often candidates for system RAS”.  The 
paper went on saying “the decision must be made with due regard 
for the costs to meet the reliability criteria, impact on stakeholders 
and the risks associated with not meeting the Reliability Criteria.”  
AltaLink submits that AESO must meet the requirements set out 
under Transmission Regulation Section 15(3)(a) and (b), and be 
consistent with the policy direction outlined in the Policy and the 
DoE Evidence, as well as AUC decision regarding the use of RAS 
as non wires solution. 

• In the last paragraph of Page 10, the AESO paper stated “As long 
as the total system RAS impact does not cause the performance 
standard to be violated, the AESO considers that the application of 
system RAS is appropriate and consistent with government 
policy”.  AltaLink disagrees with this approach based on principles 
and criteria set out in the Policy, the Regulation, the DoE Evidence 
and AUC decision regarding the use of RAS. 

• In the same paragraph the AESO paper stated that “the AESO 
expects in those cases that AUC approval would take into account 
the cost of the system RAS solution including the cost of 
restricting transmission access relative to the cost of alternative 
solutions”.  AltaLink’s view is that this expectation is not 
consistent with the DoE Evidence regarding the economic analysis 
in the case of using RAS as non-wires solutions.  See our comment 
on Section 1 (Introduction). 

Please refer to AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 1. 
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Capital 
Power 

 

 

The AESO will fully define key terms used in AESO 
rules and will consider the need to define the term 
“local” if it is used in an ISO rule. The AESO notes 
that the WECC Bulk Electric System Definition 
Task Force is proposing a revision to the Bulk 
Electric System definition that may impact the 
AESO use of the term “local”. 
 
 
Please refer to the AESO response to 
TransCanada in section 5 regarding the AESO 
views on distinction between interconnection RAS 
and system RAS.  
 
 
 
 
 
The criteria that the AESO currently applies when 
determining the need and appropriateness of RAS 
are based on the Alberta Reliability Criteria and 
Reliability Standards. The AESO is currently 
consulting on NERC reliability standards and is 
planning to initiate a review of the AESO Reliability 
Criteria with stakeholders in 2010. The AESO 
intends to review the determination of “effective” 
generation within those discussions.   

TransAlta System RAS costs including the costs of constraining down needed 
generators should be paid for by load as advocated.  

Please refer to the AESO response to 
TransCanada in section 4.4.  

TransCanada 

 

Acknowledged. 
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7.0 Consistency with Market Policy and Transmission Regulations 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
TransCanada 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Please refer to the AESO response to 
TransCanada in section 5.  
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7.1 Regulatory Authority 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
 No comments received on this section.  
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7.2 Reliability Criteria 
 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
ATCO 
Electric 

This section makes reference to the WECC Reliability management 
System.  Is this document still valid with the implementation of 
Reliability Standards? 
 

The WECC Reliability management System will be 
terminated when replacement standards are approved by 
the Commission. The remaining reliability standards 
related to RMS are scheduled to be filed with the 
Commission in Q1 2010.  
 

TransAlta We are unsure of the practical application of the Reliability Criteria 
for planning in terms of required redundancy in terms of, for example, 
double circuit versus single circuit lines and dual versus single 
transformer bulk system substations.  Such planning criteria would 
impact on the need for RAS to cover single contingencies. 

The Alberta reliability standards provide 
performance requirements. AESO Reliability criteria 
provide some guidance and review of the AESO 
reliability criteria is planned for 2010. 
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7.3 DOE Policy Alignment 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
Capital 
Power  

 
 

The AESO will follow the direction provided by 
legislation and regulation as well as consider the 
guidance of DOE policy and Commission Decisions 
in the development of RAS rules and guidelines. 
The Transmission Regulation section 15(1) 
requires the AESO to plan a transmission system 
that is adequate so that, on an annual basis and at 
least 95% of the time, transmission of all 
anticipated in-merit energy can occur when 
operating under abnormal operating conditions. 
The AESO is also guided by the TDP which states 
on page 8 that”Given the lumpiness of transmission 
additions, the 95% criterion is intended to be a 
guideline and not an absolute number” and “real-
time congestion will be resolved by merit order re-
dispatch, followed, if necessary, by pro-rata 
curtailment …”.The AESO in fulfilling its duty to 
direct the safe, reliable and economic operation of 
the system is proposing to use merit order re-
dispatch where possible to resolve constraints 
whatever their cause. As stated in the TCM 
Decision, “the Commission does not consider that 
the use of the EMMO dispatch and RMO 
curtailment in the TCM rule offends subsections 
17(b) or 17(c) of the EUA in the context that the 
AESO has proposed to use the TCM rule for 
unforeseen congestion that is infrequent and of 
short duration. However, if real time congestion 
management methods overly distort market prices 
or allow the undue exercise of market power, the 
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Commission supports the AESO’s use of TMR.”5  

 
7.4 Policy Application and Rule Development 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink RAS as non-wires solution 

See our comments on Section 1 (Introduction) and Section 6 (System RAS) 
 

Please refer to the AESO response in sections 
1 and 6. 

Capital 
Power 

Use of Interconnection RAS for new customers 

 

RAS as non-wires solution 

 

Denying system access 

 

RAS and congestion management 

 
Please refer to the AESO response Capital 
Power in section 5.2.3. 
 
 
Please refer to the AESO response Capital 
Power in section 5.1. 
 
 
The AESO understands its duties as set out 
under the EUA and the Transmission 
Regulation including its duty to plan a robust 
transmission system. As allowed by section 
15(3) of the Transmission Regulation, assigning 
a RAS to a connecting customer may be 
required if the connecting customer wishes to 
be connected before the required facilities are 
in place. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
5 TCM Decision 2009-042, paragraph 114. 
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The AESO notes that it is the TDP and not the 
Transmission Regulation that states that “in the 
relatively few cases where transmission 
constraints are not removed, real time 
congestion arrangements should not set or 
distort market prices.” The Transmission 
Regulation requires the AESO to establish rules 
and practices to manage real time congestion 
and the Commission TCM Decision on the 
proposed TCM Rule 9.4 for managing real time 
constraints has been issued. The AESO is 
preparing its response to the Commission 
directions in that Decision regarding the 
amendment and re-filing of the TCM Rule.  
A RAS would not be used to manage 
congestion when a real time operational 
approach could be used, however, it may be 
that a RAS is the only alternative for reliably 
managing a constraint.  Additionally, it is 
intended that where practical, the real time 
constraints management rules will be employed 
after a RAS has activated which would result in 
the participant affected by the RAS being 
treated similarly to all participants affected by 
the constraint. 
DDS is a price reconstitution mechanism 
designed to mitigate the impact of TMR 
dispatch. Its use is not related to RAS but the 
AESO points out that the AESO analysis 
presented in the AESO paper Quick Hits A Six 
Month Review6 indicates that the DDS market 
is operating as designed.  
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
6 AESO paper entitled Quick Hits A Six Month Review July 3, 2009. 
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Multiple RAS 

 

The AESO policy statement was made within 
the context of the current practice of assigning 
interconnection RAS to the last interconnecting 
customer. If the AESO were to attempt to 
implement a multiple RAS solution that applied 
RAS action to all effective parties in a 
constrained area based on a reverse merit 
order or pro rata allocation rather than following 
the current practice, existing generation or load 
would incur RAS costs and more limited system 
access as well as the new interconnecting 
customer. 
 
The AESO notes that the application of a 
sequential procedure for a number of RAS 
currently exists on the system. The sequential 
RAS procedure has developed over time as 
more customers have been connected to a 
constrained area. This is different from the 
operationally complex application of multiple 
RAS to a new constraint where several 
effective generators or load receive 
simultaneous or rotating curtailments which the 
AESO does not support.  
 
RAS is not used to manage constraints in the 
KEG area. The AESO has been consistent in 
its management of constraints through real time 
operator action applying a pro rata application 
of curtailment based on STS levels, a practice 
that was agreed upon with industry prior to the 
development of the proposed TCM Rule 9.4. As 
stated in its letter of July 21, 2009, the AESO 
will be applying the proposed TCM Rule 9.4 to 
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Ineffective RAS or other exceptions 

 

existing OPP’s on a phased in basis and will 
revise OPP 517 (KEG area) to align it with the 
proposed TCM Rule. In the interim, until 
reverse merit order dispatch can be 
implemented, the AESO anticipates that some 
form of pro rata curtailment that is fair to the 
effective generating units will need to be 
applied during periods of high north to south 
power flows.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please refer to the AESO response Capital 
Power in section 5.3. 
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Documented criteria for RAS 

 

Please refer to the AESO response Capital 
Power in section 2. 

Load 
Coalition 

The AESO’s duty to manage power system reliability is paramount, and deserves due 
respect by industry participants.  
However the traditional practice of assigning a RAS scheme to the newest participant 
appears to be at variance with the fundamental policy that “there are no explicit transmission 
rights.”  [2003 Transmission Development Policy Paper, p.8].   
The traditional practice appears to create a different level of system access for new vs. 
incumbent market participants.  There does not appear to be any basis in law for the 
traditional practice, which is a matter of concern.  
As well, this practice appears to create a perverse incentive for existing participants to 
impede transmission system development to maintain their competitive advantage as an 
incumbent, which is clearly not in the public interest. 
While it appears technically reasonable that multiple simultaneously-operating RAS 
schemes not be used to manage transmission congestion in a single area, it is not clear why 
equitably rotating such a scheme among affected parties is unreasonable.  By ‘sharing the 
pain’, all parties would be aligned in their desire to see the constraint eliminated, which 
would assist in expediting transmission development. 
It would be helpful if the AESO could give this concern due consideration, and provide 
stakeholders with a balanced technical and legal assessment.  This would further establish a 
common understanding among stakeholders, and facilitate progress. 
 

The AESO believes that the current 
interconnection practice provides all market 
participants equal access to the system once 
the required facilities are in place to handle 
100% of their in merit energy. In the interim, the 
AESO is often in a position to offer limited 
access on a temporary basis if a RAS is in 
place. The AESO believes that its current 
practice of assigning the RAS to the new 
interconnecting party is fair and equitable for all 
market participants given the available options. 
Using the merit order or a pro rata assignment 
of RAS to multiple effective generators or 
equitably rotating among multiple effective 
generators is, in the AESO’s view, too 
operationally complex and too costly given the 
temporary nature of the issue. 

TransAlta RAS and Congestion Management 
 
A RAS scheme once in place can be triggered by events and situations not 
contemplated at the time the RAS was studied and designed.  For example, 
system changes and load changes, even at considerable distance from the 
transmission facility subject to the RAS, can result in increased line flows 
and trigger the RAS.  This can be under a Category A situation.  We 
consider these to be inadvertent and unintentional triggering of a RAS.  
Such situations cross over to where RAS operate and when the more 
appropriate treatment would be TCM Rule 9.4.  By our observation the 
longer a RAS is in place the more likely such inadvertent triggering of a 
RAS will occur. 

The AESO intends to use TCM Rule 9.4 
whenever real time SC action is possible. The 
AESO is aware that circumstances may change 
such that a RAS no longer is needed to serve 
its original purpose but can be required to 
mitigate a new constraint issue. The AESO may 
need to consider whether the new application of 
the RAS is in the nature of a system RAS. The 
AESO will seek further industry input on the 
system RAS and interconnection RAS 
distinction and the appropriate compensation 
for assigning a system RAS.   
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Multiple RAS 
 
We do not understand the context of "requires the AESO to impose RAS 
costs and more limited system access on existing generators or load." found 
on page 13. 
 
Overall we would request that the AESO elaborate on Multiple RAS 
preferably with examples. It appears to us that the concern is attempting to 
use RAS to pro-rata allocate a curtailment. We would point out that for 
clarity a distinction should be made that this is not the sequential application 
of RAS which may affect the same element. For example, sequential RAS 
where you would curtail generator one first and then if the overload persists 
then curtail generator two.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ineffective RAS or other exceptions 
 
We consider that where the need for a RAS arises after an interconnection 
agreement is signed to be a System RAS and not a Customer RAS. 
 
Documented criteria for RAS 
 
Given the AESO's plans for revising the Interconnection Process and allow 
the studies and creation of the Customer Proposal to be undertaken by 
Qualified Consultants we would think that a guidance and informational 
document would be highly valuable in enabling such consultants to more 
fully understand the AESO's practices and procedures regarding RAS. 
 

 
The AESO statement on page 13 was made 
within the context of the current practice of 
assigning interconnection RAS to the last 
interconnecting customer. If the AESO were to 
attempt to implement a multiple RAS solution 
rather than following the current practice, 
existing effective generation or load would incur 
RAS costs and more limited system access as 
well as the new interconnecting customer. 
The AESO notes that the application of a 
sequential procedure for a number of RAS 
currently exists on the system. The sequential 
RAS procedure has developed over time as 
more customers have been connected to a 
constrained area. This is different from the 
operationally complex application of multiple 
RAS to a new constraint where several 
effective generators or load receive 
simultaneous or rotating curtailments which the 
AESO does not support.  
 
Please refer to the AESO response TransAlta 
in section 5.1.   
 
 
 
Acknowledged. 
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8.0 Summary 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
ATCO Power 

 

The AESO will continue to consult with 
stakeholders regarding the development of RAS 
rules and practices and will provide this clarity in 
the final proposed rules and guidelines. 

TransAlta Far more clarity in terms of criteria that will be used to determine cost 
allocation on a case by case basis is required.  Generally we would 
submit that once the timeline used for transmission build in the 
interconnection agreement has passed this should be deemed a System 
RAS and all costs including lost generation costs should be paid for by 
load. 

Please refer to the AESO response to TransAlta in 
section sections 5.1 and 6. 

TransCanada 

 

The AESO will continue to consult with 
stakeholders regarding the development of RAS 
rules and practices and will consider the use of a 
working group in the future if it is effective and 
appropriate.    
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9.0 Next Steps 

 
Stakeholder Stakeholder Comment AESO Response 
AltaLink It’s AltaLink’s view that the use of system RAS as non-wires solution 

without regards to the specific requirements as set out in the 
Regulation and the Policy will have negative impact on provisions of 
reasonable transmission access and supporting a fair, efficient and 
competitive market. 

Please refer to the AESO response to AltaLink in 
section 1. 

ATCO Power 

 

The AESO will be engaging stakeholders in the 
preparation of the AESO response to the 
Commission TCM Decision in the near future. 

TransAlta The preparation of RAS guidelines and standards is an important 
requirement given the AESO’s interconnection process redesign which 
would have others than the AESO undertaking the studies and 
preparing the Interconnection Proposal which would include any 
requirements for RAS for an interconnection. These documents must 
be a high priority. 

Acknowledged. 
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