Stakeholder Comment & AESO Response Form

Alberta Reliability Standards Process – July 2009


Date of Request for Comment:
May 1, 2009

Period of Consultation:

May 1 through May 29, 2009

	BAL-002-AB-0 Disturbance Control Performance

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	IPPSA
	1. In it’s response to R.3.1., the ISO states, “The ISO must review, at least annually, its probable contingencies to determine its prospective MSSC (Most Severe Single Contingency).”  Would this include an annual review of the system’s need for TMR?  This question stems from our preference that TMR be contracted and not conscripted.  To begin the contracting process, the need must be defined.


	1. The AESO will not be reviewing the system’s need for TMR as a result of NERC requirement R.3.1. This requirement only refers to having enough contingency reserve to cover the most severe single contingency.
Based on information the AESO has recently received, it is anticipated that the projected timeline for implementation of BAL-002-WECC-AB-1 within the WECC has been delayed.  In light of this new information, the AESO will also be postponing the filing of proposed BAL-002-AB-0 to a future date in order to file it together with BAL-002-WECC-AB-1. 



	BAL-002-WECC-AB-1 Contingency Reserve

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	ATCO Power
	1. We understand this reliability standard is currently proceeding through the FERC NOPR process. We also understand FERC is completing an internal review of the proposed standard. ATCO Power would like to request the AESO defer filing BAL-002 WECC AB-1 with the AUC until FERC’s preliminary findings on the reliability standard have been released.

	1. Based on information the AESO has recently received, it is anticipated that the projected timeline for implementation of the standard within the WECC has been delayed. In light of this new information, the AESO agrees that the filing of this standard with the Commission should be postponed to a future date. The effective date of this standard will continue to be coordinated with the implementation of the standard within the WECC (90 days after FERC approval).


	IPPSA
	1. It is our understanding that this particular standard is being reviewed by FERC.   If that is the case, should not the ISO wait for the outcome of that review?

	1. Please see the above response to the comment from ATCO Power. 



	EOP-002-AB-2 Capacity and Energy Emergencies

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	IPPSA
	1. IPPSA would appreciate it if the ISO could change “supply shortfall” to “resource shortfall” throughout this standard.   In a competitive market, both supply and loads are responsible for adequacy and many of the AESO’s related OPPs have implications to both load and supply.

	1.  The AESO considers that consistency in use of terms is an important consideration in ISO Rules and reliability standards. The term “supply shortfall” as used in ISO Rules was applied to the EOP-003-AB-2 reliability standard. 


	INT-001-AB-3 Interchange Information

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	IPPSA
	1. The ISO has responded to some of the language proposed by FERC by suggesting some elements of the original standard do not apply to Alberta as Alberta does not provide dynamic scheduling.   We believe the ISO is planning to develop dynamic scheduling in the near term (perhaps within 12 months).  We raise this as it may be easier to delay this standard until dynamic scheduling is introduced, rather than re-writing it after the fact. 
	1.  The NERC definition of dynamic scheduling is “A telemetered reading or value that is updated in real time and used as a schedule in the AGC/ACE equation and the integrated value of which is treated as a schedule for interchange accounting purposes. Commonly used for scheduling jointly owned generation to or from another Balancing Authority Area”.  The AESO is not planning to implement dynamic scheduling as per the NERC definition in the near term; however the AESO is considering intra-hour interchange scheduling apart from this reliability standard. The AESO considers it necessary to adopt requirements R1, R1.1 and R1.2 at this time as they currently apply in Alberta. 




	TPL-001-AB-0 System Performance Under Normal (No Contingency) Conditions (Category A)

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	IPPSA
	1. In the margin notes of this standard, the ISO suggests this standard is applicable to facilities of 69Kv and 72 Kv and above.  This differs from the capacity threshold (100 Kv) noted in TPL-002, TPL-003 and TPL-004.  Can the AESO please clarify the reasons for the distinction?
We support the language of this standard which makes it clear that it applies to the IS0.   However, in TPL-002, 003 and 004, the threshold volumes are included in the Applicability section, which may suggest that facility owners of these lines are the subject of the standard.  Again, we support the language in TPL-001, which indicates this standard should only apply to the ISO.  

	1. Please note that TPL-001-AB-0 does not provide a threshold voltage class in the applicability section. The note in the margin was not applicable to this standard and will be removed. There is a difference in the threshold voltage of 69kV in TPL-002-AB-0 and the threshold voltage of 100kV in TPL-003-AB-0 and TPL-004-AB-0. The reason for the lower threshold voltage in TPL-002-AB-0 is to apply single contingency criteria of TPL-002-AB-0 to the 69 kV systems in Alberta.



	TPL-002-AB-0 – System Performance Following Loss of a Single Bulk Electric System Element 
(Category B)

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	TransAlta
	1. The Applicability Section states:

ISO

facilities rated at 69 kV and above

We believe the intent of the Applicability section was that this standard apply to the ISO only, and that the ISO would apply this standard only to those facilities rated 69 kV and above.  For example, R1 might read:  The ISO must demonstrate for facilities 69 kV and above, through a valid planning assessment, that a transmission system is planned . . . .

As the Applicability reads now this standard would apply to the ISO AND to all facilities rated at 69 kV and above, which could be interpreted to mean that the standard would also apply to all owners of facilities rated 69 kV and above.  Based on the description provided for the Alberta Variance this does not seem to be the intent.

We would recommend that the Applicability Section be changed to just show the ISO and the requirements be reworded to show the applicability to facilities rated at 69 kV and above.


	1. The AESO agrees with the comment provided and has incorporated the changes as recommended.


	IPPSA
	1.  The draft reads, “This standard applies to transmission facilities rated 100kv and above.”   This implies that the standard affects facility owners of these lines and that they have an obligation to prepare annual simulations, for example.  We believe this language should be changed to make it clear that the standard applies to the ISO, which appears to be its intent.  

	1. Please see the response to comment 1 above from TransAlta on TPL-002-AB-0. Note, it was assumed that the reference to 100kV in the comment was intended to be 69kV as identified in the reliability standard.



	TPL-003-AB-0 System Performance Following Loss of Two or More Bulk Electric System Elements (Category C)

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	TransAlta
	1.  Applicability Section shows:

This reliability standard applies to the ISO.

This reliability standard applies to transmission facilities rated at 100 kV and above.

We believe the intent of the Applicability section was that this standard apply to the ISO only, and that the ISO would apply this standard only to those facilities rated 69 kV and above.  For example, R1 might read:  The ISO must demonstrate for facilities 69 kV and above, through a valid planning assessment, that the AIES is planned such . . .

As the Applicability reads now this standard would apply to the ISO AND to all facilities rated at 69 kV and above, which could be interpreted to mean that the standard would also apply to all owners of facilities rated 69 kV and above.  Based on the description provided for the Alberta Variance this does not seem to be the intent.

We would recommend that the Applicability Section be changed to just show the ISO and the requirements be reworded to show the applicability to facilities rated at 69 kV and above.


	1. The AESO agrees with the comment provided and has incorporated the changes as recommended. Note, it was assumed that the reference to 69kV in the comment was to be 100kV as identified in the reliability standard.


	IPPSA
	1.  The draft reads, “This standard applies to transmission facilities rated 100kv and above.”   This implies that the standard affects facility owners of these lines and that they have an obligation to prepare annual simulations, for example.  We believe this language should be changed to make it clear that the standard applies to the ISO, which appears to be its intent.

	1. Please see the response to comment 1 above from TransAlta on TPL-003-AB-0. 



	TPL-004-AB-0 System Performance Following Extreme Events Resulting in the Loss of Two or More Bulk Electric System Elements (Category D)

	Stakeholder
	Stakeholder Comment
	AESO Response

	TransAlta
	1.   Applicability Section shows:

ISO

transmission facilities rated at 100 kV and above.

We believe the intent of the Applicability section was that this standard apply to the ISO only, and that the ISO would apply this standard only to those facilities rated 100 kV and above.  For example, R1 might read:  The ISO must demonstrate for facilities 100 kV and above, through a valid planning assessment, that a transmission system is planned . . .

As the Applicability reads now this standard would apply to the ISO AND to all facilities rated at 100  kV and above, which could be interpreted to mean that the standard would also apply to all owners of facilities rated 100  kV and above.  Based on the description provided for the Alberta Variance this does not seem to be the intent.

We would recommend that the Applicability Section be changed to just show the ISO and the requirements be reworded to show the applicability to facilities rated at 100  kV and above.
	1. The AESO agrees with the comment provided and has incorporated the changes as recommended. 


	IPPSA
	1.  The draft reads, “This standard applies to transmission facilities rated 100kv and above.”   This implies that the standard affects facility owners of these lines and that they have an obligation to prepare annual simulations, for example.  We believe this language should be changed to make it clear that the standard applies to the ISO, which appears to be its intent.

	1. Please see the response to comment 1 above from TransAlta on TPL-004-AB-0.
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