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Date of Request for Comment: October 18, 2016 

Period of Consultation: October 18, 2016 through November 25, 2016 

 
1. Alberta Reliability Standard Market Participant Comments and/or Alternative Proposal AESO Replies 

New 
The AESO is seeking comments from market 
participants with regard to the following matters:  
 
1. Are there any requirements contained in the 

proposed New CIP-SUPP-002-AB that are not 
clearly articulated? If yes, please indicate the 
specific section of the New CIP-SUPP-002-AB, 
describe the concern and suggest alternative 
language.  

 
2. Please provide any additional comments regarding 

the proposed New CIP-SUPP-002-AB. 

AltaLink Management Ltd. (“AltaLink”) 
 
1. R.6 should have a timeline back to the responsible entity. 

What is the expected turnaround timeframe for processing a 
request? 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Can some examples be provided of what would constitute a 
valid request for variance? 
 
 

3. While the AESO is reviewing a TFE submitted by a 
Responsible Entity, the Responsible Entity should not be 
subject to findings of non-compliance and/or be subject to 
penalties regarding the matter contained in the TFE. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What are the plans for appeal procedures for rejected 

requests? Can the appeals process in ISO Rule 103.2 

 
 
1. The AESO conducts an appropriate case-by-case assessment of 

the particular facts and circumstances of each technical feasibility 
exception (“TFE”) request and therefore the processing time for 
each request will vary. The Critical Infrastructure Protection 
Alberta reliability standards (“CIP ARS”) are new to Alberta, and 
the AESO’s and market participant’s experience with them is at 
an early stage.  

 
2. The components of a complete TFE request are identified in 

subsection 4.1 of Information Document #2016-005RS, Technical 
Feasibility Exceptions (“ID #2016-005RS”). 

 
3. While a TFE request is being considered, the AESO will monitor 

compliance with the requirements of the relevant CIP ARS from 
its effective date. In the absence of a TFE approval, the AESO 
will treat a TFE request as evidence of non-compliance with a 
requirement of the CIP ARS. Issues of non-compliance will be 
referred to the Market Surveillance Administration (“MSA”) and  
Responsible Entities may work directly with the MSA to seek 
forbearance or self-report. Once a TFE has been approved, 
compliance with a CIP ARS requirement will be monitored in 
accordance with the approved TFE and its associated terms and 
conditions.   

 
 
4. A Responsible Entity may use the dispute process in Section 

103.2 of the ISO rules, Dispute Resolution (“Section 103.2”), in 
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“Dispute Resolution” be leveraged? The appeals process 
should be referenced within the Information Document, or in 
the CIP-SUPP-002 itself. 
 

5. There was no opportunity to comment on the ID document. 
AltaLink provides comments on the ID#2016-005RS.Please 
define “material change” in section 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATCO Electric Ltd. (“AE”) 

6. R6 - AE believes that there should be an R6.2 that identifies 
that the ISO to respond to the Responsible Entity the details 
for the reasons a TFE is disapproved so that the entity has the 
opportunity to rectify the identified concerns similar to NERC 
App 4D of ROP Section 5.2.5. 

7. R7 - Uses the words ‘material change’.  The degree of material 
change can be very wide.  Can AESO define, describe or give 
examples of what degree of material change they would be 
expecting from the Responsible Entity similar to NERC’s App 
4D of ROP Section 2.17? 

addition to other legislative avenues. The AESO has included the 
dispute process in subsection 6.4 of ID #2016-005RS. 

 
 
5. The AESO does not typically seek stakeholder input on 

Information Documents through the authoritative document 
consultation process. In this case, the AESO has amended 
section 8 of ID #2016-005RS to include the following information: 
 
A material change in the facts underlying the request for or 
approval of a TFE is a change that may cause the AESO to 
amend or terminate an approved TFE, or to arrive at a different 
determination regarding the approval or disapproval of a 
requested TFE. A material change may include, but is not limited 
to, a change in the facts that may have caused the AESO to 
disapprove the TFE request, a change in the Responsible Entity’s 
ability to meet a term or condition in the approved TFE, a change 
resulting in an adverse effect on the reliability of the 
interconnected electric system, or a change in the market 
participant’s ability to successfully comply with the applicable CIP 
ARS requirement. Note that a breach of a term or condition of an 
approved TFE constitutes a material change and also constitutes 
a breach of the applicable CIP ARS requirement. 

 
 
 
 

6. Agreed. The AESO has amended New CIP-SUPP-002-AB to 
include requirement R6.2, and has revised requirement R6.1 to 
align the wording of requirements R6.1 and R6.2. 

 
 
 
7. Refer to AESO reply #5 above.  
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8. This new ARS and the proposed ID document do not identify 
an appeals process.  Should the Responsible Entity disagree 
with the ISO’s disapproved TFE decision how is the ISO going 
to handle this?  If we are to follow ISO Rule 103.2, this should 
be identified in the ID. 

9. AE believes that a Responsible Entity should not be subject to 
imposition of any findings of violations or penalties during the 
period that the AESO is reviewing the TFE once this ARS is 
effective.  We understand that this is MSA’s jurisdiction, but we 
recommend that AESO collaborate with the MSA to provide 
assurance to Responsible Entities either in the ARS or in the 
ID similar to NERC App 4D of ROP Section 5.3. 

 
 
EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”) 

10. In the draft ID #2016-005RS, Section 5.1 (b) (i) states that one 
of the necessary criteria for the AESO to approve a TFE 
request is that the “proposed mitigation plan, in the 
determination of the AESO, would achieve a level of reliability 
of the bulk electric system comparable to or higher than 
compliance with the requirement.”  However, Section 5.2 lists 
several grounds for a TFE request where the mitigation would 
not achieve that level of reliability of the BES.  Two examples 
are 5.2 (c) and (f) which state that compliance with a CIP ARS 
requirement: 

(c) while technically possible and operationally feasible, 
cannot be achieved by the date the Responsible Entity is 
required to comply with the CIP ARS due to factors such 
as scarce technical resources, limitations on the 
availability of required equipment or components, or the 
need to construct, install or modify equipment during 
planned outages;   

(f) would require the incurrence of costs that far exceed 
the benefits to the reliability of the bulk electric system of 
compliance with the requirement, such as requiring the 

 
8. Refer to AESO reply #4 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Refer to AESO reply #3 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. The AESO disagrees. A TFE must achieve a level of reliability of 

the Alberta interconnected electric system that is comparable to 
or higher than compliance with the applicable Alberta reliability 
standard requirement. Subsection 5.2 of ID #2016-005RS lists 
the grounds on which a Responsible Entity may request a TFE. 
These grounds are evaluated independently from the mitigation 
and remediation plan. The AESO expects that a TFE request on 
the grounds of subsection 5.2 (c) or (f) would include a 
mitigation plan that addresses the adverse effect on reliability 
caused by non-compliance with the applicable CIP ARS 
requirement.   
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retirement of existing equipment that is not capable of 
compliance with the requirement but is far from the end of 
its useful life and replacement with newer-generation 
equipment that is capable of compliance, where the 
incremental risk to the reliable operation of the asset and 
to the reliable operation of the facility and the bulk electric 
system of continuing to operate with the existing 
equipment is minimal. 

Since Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of this ID are the criteria 
referenced in R5 of CIP-SUPP-002-AB for the ISO to consider 
when determining whether to approve or disapprove a request 
for a TFE, these sections should be consistent with each other 
with a focus on the reliability of the BES and not on 
compliance requirements if the reduction in the reliability in the 
BES is minimal and acceptable.  EDTI proposes modifying 
5.1(b)(i) to:  

“the proposed mitigation plan, in the determination of the 
AESO, would achieve an adequate level of reliability of the 
bulk electric system;”  

11. EDTI recommends that the AESO investigate other non-paper 
TFE submittal and updating methods.  If an entity has 
numerous TFEs for a number of devices, tracking and 
updating mitigation plans in the current draft TFE request form 
will be laborious and inefficient.  Using a spreadsheet to track 
numerous TFEs would be much easier to maintain and track, 
both for the reporting entity and the AESO.    

12. EDTI would like some clarity on when an entity with an 
approved TFE is deemed compliant with that TFE.  Can the 
AESO confirm that it is the date when the TFE is approved, 
even if the mitigation plan is not complete at the time of the 
TFE approval? 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

11. The AESO will consider this suggestion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. Compliance with a CIP ARS requirement subject to an approved 

TFE will be monitored in accordance with the approved TFE and 
its associated terms and conditions from the date of its approval. 
The Responsible Entity must meet the terms and conditions of 
the approved TFE, including the milestones or completion dates 
in the mitigation plan to maintain compliance. See section 7 of ID 
#2016-005RS. 
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ENMAX Energy Corporation and ENMAX Power Corporation 
(collectively “ENMAX”) 

13. Requirement R3 states: A Responsible Entity must provide 
any additional information relating to a request for a technical 
feasibility exception at the ISO’s request. 

Comment: This requirement is problematic because there are 
few, if any, bounds placed on the ISO’s ability to request 
information. A Responsible Entity would place itself at risk of 
an administrative monetary penalty for breaching this 
requirement if it refused to provide information requested by 
the ISO. There may be valid reasons for a Responsible Entity 
to refuse to provide the ISO-requested information. A 
Responsible Entity may refuse to give the ISO information: (i) 
that is legally privileged, (ii) that is only remotely related to its 
TFE and that would require significant time or cost to provide; 
and (iii) where the Responsible Entity no longer wishes to 
pursue the TFE. Requirement R3 does not provide 
Responsible Entities with any discretion to refuse to provide 
information in these or other circumstances. 

It is ENMAX’s opinion that Requirement #3 (as currently 
drafted) is unnecessary and does not provide guidance or 
certainty to the AESO or the Responsible Entity. Standard 
CIPP-SUPP-002-AB deals with exemptions from otherwise 
mandatory reliability standards. It is difficult to think of a 
situation where a Responsible Entity would not supply the ISO 
information, reasonably requested, to support its exemption 
request. The Responsible Entity would understand that if the 
information were not supplied, the ISO may have difficultly 
assessing the TFE request, making it more likely that it would 
be denied. Responsible Entities will want to furnish the ISO 
with relevant information, if they want the ISO to approve their 
TFE request. 

ENMAX respectfully suggests that Requirement R3 be 
amended as follows: 

The ISO may request additional information 
necessary for the ISO to assess a Responsible 
Entity’s request for a technical feasibility exemption. 

 
 
 
13. The AESO has amended requirement R3 to require a 

Responsible Entity to provide reasons why the information 
requested by the AESO will not be provided. 
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This amendment would reflect the TFE process and recognize 
that Responsible Entities have an incentive to furnish 
information to the ISO to obtain an exemption from mandatory 
requirements. 

14. Requirement R6.1 provides clarity on when a request has 
been approved by the AESO, however ENMAX suggests 
adding a subclause 6.2, providing clarity/rationale for when a 
request has not been approved, as per below: 

R6.2: The ISO must, where it does not approve a technical 
feasibility exception requested under requirement R1, 
provide a copy of its decision, including reasons, in writing, 
to the Responsible Entity that has requested the technical 
feasibility exception. 

15. Requirement R8 states: The ISO may amend or terminate a 
technical feasibility exception prior to the expiration date of the 
approval where: 

(a) a Responsible Entity does not fulfill the terms and 
conditions of the approval; 

(b) there is a material change in the facts underlying the 
approval, as described in requirement R7; or 

(c) the Responsible Entity advises the ISO, in writing, that 
the technical feasibility exception is no longer required. 

Comment: Requirement R8a and R8b as currently drafted, do 
not direct the ISO to give Responsible Entities notice that the 
ISO intends to amend or terminate a TFE, and do not direct 
the ISO to give a Responsible Entity the opportunity to be 
heard. Revoking or amending a TFE could have a significant 
impact on a Responsible Entity. It might make the Responsible 
Entity non-compliant with a standard and expose them to an 
administrative monetary penalty. 

ENMAX respectfully suggests that Requirement 8 be 
amended to add a subsection (2) as follows: 

R8 (1) The ISO may amend or terminate a technical 

 
 
 
 
 

14. Refer to AESO reply #6 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15. Agreed. The AESO has amended requirement R8 to include a 
requirement for the AESO to provide written notice of its intention 
to amend or terminate a TFE. Regarding the opportunity to be 
heard, a Responsible Entity may use the dispute process in 
Section 103.2, in addition to other legislative avenues. The AESO 
has included reference to the dispute process in subsection 6.4 of 
ID #2016-005RS. 
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feasibility exception prior to the expiration date of the 
approval where: 

(…) 

(2) No technical feasibility exception shall be 
amended or terminated under requirement 
8(1)(a) or (b) unless notice of the asserted 
non-compliance with the terms and conditions 
of the TFE, or material change in 
circumstances, has been given to the 
Responsible Entity and the ISO has afforded 
the Responsible Entity an opportunity of being 
heard. 

There is no need for this amendment to apply to Requirement 
R8(1)(c) because the Responsible Entity under that provision 
has advised the ISO that the TFE is no longer required. 

16. Requirement R8 Measures do not include any 
recommendations of the evidence that should be included. 
Consider adding: 

Evidence may include, but is not limited to, a dated hard 
copy or electronic copy of the amended or terminated 
technical feasibility exception provided to the Responsible 
Entity. 

 

TransAlta Corporation (“TransAlta”) 

17. R5 – TransAlta proposes that the ISO notify Responsible 
Entities at least 90 days in advance of any amendments to the 
criteria.  
 
 

18. R6 – In the event that the ISO disapproves a request, 
TransAlta is of the view that the notice of disapproval should 
include the reasons for disapproval so that the Responsible 
Entity is able to rectify any identified concerns. This approach 
would be consistent with section 5.2.5 of NERC’s Appendix 4D 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

16. Agreed. The AESO has amended measure MR8 to include 
examples of appropriate evidence. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
17. The AESO disagrees. The AESO has amended requirement R5 

to indicate that Responsible Entities will be notified “at least” 
30 days in advance of criteria amendments, and will publish 
notifications as early as practicable.   

 
 
18. Refer to AESO reply #6 above. 
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to the Rules of Procedures and provide transparency.  

19. R7 – TransAlta requests that the AESO provide clarity on the 
meaning of “material change”.   

20. TransAlta is of the view that if a TFE is disapproved, an 
appeals process should be part of the standard or the ID to 
allow a Responsible Entity to address the AESO’s reasons for 
disapproval.  TransAlta believes this process should be 
specific to TFE requests as the use of the dispute resolution 
process under ISO Rule 103.2 does not seem appropriate in 
this context.  

21. As significant steps related to a TFE request are identified in 
the Information Document instead of the rule, TransAlta 
requests the AESO confirm that the AESO will consult with 
market participants on future changes to the associated ID.  

 

22. TransAlta agrees with views provided by various market 
participants at the AESO’s November 16 stakeholder session 
that a Responsible Entity should not be found non-compliant 
to a standard during the period there is an associated TFE 
under review by the AESO.  TransAlta encourages the ISO to 
work with the MSA and provide this assurance to Responsible 
Entities. 

 
 
19. Refer to AESO reply #5 above. 
 
 
20. The AESO does not agree that the dispute resolution process 

described in Section 103.2 is not appropriate or that an appeals 
process specific to TFEs is necessary. Refer to AESO reply #4. 

 
 

 

 
21. The AESO does not typically seek stakeholder input on 

Information Documents through the authoritative document 
consultation process. In this case, the AESO has amended 
section 10 of ID #2016-005RS to include a 30 day notice period 
for any changes to the Information Document. 

  
 
22. Refer to AESO reply #3. 
 

 


