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British Columbia Utilities Commission 

Project No. 3698595/R-72-12 
An Inquiry into potential adjustments for the 

British Columbia Mandatory Reliability Standards Program 

Inquiry into potential adjustments for the BC MRS Program 1 Commission IR No. 1 to Straw Dog #1 

 

1.0 Reference: Potential for NERC’s Bulk Electric System (BES) Definition to be incorporated 
into the BC MRS Program 
Exhibit:  C14-3, AMPC p. 5 Sec. C.1 

 
AMPC states “[a]s a result of Order 773, uncertainty regarding the substance and the timing of FERC 
action has been resolved and the desirability of moving quickly has increased.” 

1.1 Noting that: 

(a) FERC Order No. 773, approving the new NERC BES Definition in the US on December 20, 
2012, included directives to NERC relating to implementation of Exclusions E1 and E3; 

(b) a variety of requests for clarification or rehearing, or both, were submitted to FERC in 
response to Order No. 773; 

(c) FERC has issued a further Order granting “rehearing for further consideration of Order 
No. 773 re Revisions to Electric Reliability Organization, Definition of Bulk Electric System and 
Rules of Procedure under RM12-6 et al.” on February 19, 2013; and 

(d) all above-referenced materials as posted at http://elibrary.ferc.gov (search under docket 
RM12-6). 

What impact might the pending rehearing of Order No. 773 have for adoption of the new BES 
Definition in BC? 

 
2.0 Reference: Potential for NERC’s BES Definition to be incorporated 

into the BC MRS Program 
Exhibit:  C14-3, AMPC p. 6 Sec. C.1 

 
The Utilities Commission Act (UCA) provides in s. 125.2 that: 

(8) A reliability standard adopted under subsection (6) applies to every 

(a) prescribed owner, operator and direct user of the bulk power system, and 

(b) prescribed generator and distributor of electricity. 

(9) Subsection (8) applies to a person prescribed for the purposes of that subsection despite any 
exemption issued to the person under section 22 or 88 (3). 

(10) The commission may make orders providing for the administration of adopted reliability 
standards. 

(10.1) Without limiting subsection (10), section 43 (1) (a) and (b) (i) applies to a person to whom a 
reliability standard adopted under subsection (6) of this section applies, as though the person 
were a public utility. 

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/
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AMPC states “[t]he statutory mechanics of implementing the new BES definition are relatively 
straightforward: the MRS Regulation must be changed to amend the ‘bulk power system’ definition and 
to provide the BCUC with the power to create exceptions to who reliability standards apply to (i.e., 
enabling the inclusion/exclusion process proposed for the BC Rules of Procedure).  A draft amended 
regulation which demonstrates the ease with which this objective can be achieved is attached for 
discussion purposes. 

The draft generally incorporates the language of FERC into the existing MRS Regulation.  The draft also 
drops the concept of a Direct User from the existing regulation because it is not used by FERC and is 
redundant and confusing.  Under the new BES, responsibility for facilities used by a Direct User will 
appropriately fall on the owner or operator of the Transmission Element used to provide service to the 
Direct User.” 

The interplay between the MRS Regulation, the BES Definition and the exception process suggests a 
number of questions. 

2.1 If definitions for “direct user,” “generator” and “distributor” were removed as appears to be 
suggested in the draft amendments to the MRS Regulation submitted with AMPC’s comments, 
how would those classes of entities be “prescribed” as required by UCA s. 125.2(8)? 

2.2 To what extent would it be helpful for the Commission’s Rules of Procedure for Reliability 
Standards in British Columbia to incorporate a Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria similar 
to that used at NERC (Appendix 5C to the NERC Rules of Procedure found at 
http://www.nerc.com/page.php?cid=1|8|169)? 

2.3 To what extent could definitions or details presently included in the MRS Regulation be 
contained instead in a BC-specific Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria? 

2.4 To what extent is the NERC Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria consistent or inconsistent 
with the new NERC BES Definition and exception processes, or no longer appropriate as a result 
of the new NERC BES Definition and exception processes? 

2.5 To what extent would it be necessary or appropriate for the MRS Regulation to specifically 
empower the Commission to adopt such a Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria, or provide 
for such a Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria to be adopted or incorporated by reference 
as and when submitted by the Commission and approved by the Lieutenant Governor in Council 
or responsible Minister? 

2.6 To what extent would it be necessary or appropriate for the MRS Regulation to specifically 
empower the Commission to administer and make adjustments to the Statement of Compliance 
Registry Criteria over time as changes are made to the BES Definition or the exception 
processes? 

2.7 To what extent would materiality considerations in such a Statement of Compliance Registry 
Criteria be fully incorporated already in an Exception Request?  If so, how?  If not, why not? 

2.8 To what extent might adopting a Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria permit or support 
increased flexibility in the administration of the BC MRS Program? 
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2.9 Adjustments are made to the NERC Rules of Procedure from time to time (for example changes 
to the NERC Rules of Procedure approved in FERC’s 20 Dec 2012 Order at 
http://www.ferc.gov/whats-new/comm-meet/2012/122012/E-7.pdf), and NERC’s Statement of 
Compliance Registry Criteria as part of the NERC Rules of Procedure may continue to evolve with 
the new BES Definition (as indicated in NERC presentations, including for example at slide 4 of 
NERC’s October 2012 webinar presentation on a BES Definition Guidance document [available at 
http://www.nerc.com/files/bes_definition_guidance_document_webinar_20121018_final_wjk.
pdf], or as agenda item 4 “Discuss any needed changes to the ERO Statement of Compliance 
Registry Criteria due to the Revised BES Definition" in respect of NERC’s Phase 2 BES Definition 
work [available at http://www.nerc.com/docs/standards/dt/Agenda_Project_2010-
17_DBES_SDT_February_19-21,_2013.pdf]). 

 To what extent would Commission consideration of comparable adjustments for a Statement of 
Compliance Registry Criteria in BC support continuous improvement of the BC MRS Program? 

 
3.0 Reference: Potential for NERC’s BES Definition to be incorporated into the BC MRS Program 

Exhibit C14-3, AMPC p. 6 Sec. C.1   
 
AMPC states “[u]nder the new BES, responsibility for facilities used by a Direct User will appropriately 
fall on the owner or operator of the Transmission Element used to provide service to the Direct User.” 

 
3.1 Would AMPC please explain in detail how this conclusion is reached, and the extent to which 

the statement would be true (or not) in all circumstances?  Please provide an example. 

 
4.0 Reference: Potential for NERC’s BES Definition to be incorporated into the BC MRS Program 

Exhibit C4-2, Teck Metals Ltd., p. 1 Sec. 1.1 
 

Teck Metals Ltd. (Teck) states “[i]t should be considered that BC have a definition for the Bulk Electric 
System that makes sense for the situation in BC.  This would then adequately reflect the fact that we 
only have one Balancing Authority (BA) in BC as opposed to multiple BA’s (both small and large) in the 
US.  For example the generation inclusion of anything >20 MVA may be material to a small BA, however 
it is debatable as to whether this would be the case to the BC BES and BA.” 

 
4.1 Is Teck suggesting that the current definition in the MRS Regulation should remain and the new BES 

definition not be adopted in BC? 

4.2 Alternatively, is Teck suggesting that neither definition “makes sense for the situation in BC”?  
Please explain your response. 

 
5.0 Reference: Potential for NERC’s BES Definition to be incorporated into the BC MRS Program 

Exhibit C18-3, FortisBC, p. 2, # 7 
 

FortisBC states that in their opinion, “the terms ’Bulk Power System’ (‘BPS’) and ’Bulk Electric System’ 
should not be used interchangeably.  Mandatory Reliability Standards are intended to be applicable to 
the Bulk Electric System but not necessarily applicable to the Bulk Power System because the BPS 
reaches farther than those facilities included in the BES.  NERC issued a memorandum on April 10, 2012 

http://www.nerc.com/docs/standards/dt/Agenda_Project_2010-17_DBES_SDT_February_19-21,_2013.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/docs/standards/dt/Agenda_Project_2010-17_DBES_SDT_February_19-21,_2013.pdf
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explaining the difference between the BPS and the BES.  As the standards making body does 
differentiate between these two terms, there may be issues in terminology moving forward within BC if 
no such distinction is made.  Therefore, the BCUC’s recommendation to the government should address 
the distinction between the terms ’Bulk Power System’ and ’Bulk Electrical System.’” 

5.1 Given the NERC April 10, 2012 memorandum is in relation to jurisdictional differences in the US, 
to what extent is this relevant in BC? 
(http://www.nerc.com/files/Final_BES_vs%20_BPS_Memo_20120410.pdf) 

5.2 To what extent would this present a concern in practice in BC, particularly considering the 
context of the new BES definition’s inclusion/exclusion principles that extend to local 
distribution? 

 
6.0 Reference: Transition to the New BES Definition 

Exhibit C14-3, AMPC, p. 2 Sec. A 
 Exhibit C4-2, Teck, p. 1 Sec. 1.2 
 

AMPC suggests to “[s]treamline the proposed de-registration process so that, subject to a 30 day notice 
period, if a current Registered Entity states, with reasons, that it is no longer a Registered Entity under 
the new BES definition, it ceases to be one – unless the Administrator formally objects to the Entity’s 
assertion during the notice period. Ideally no administrative steps such as audits would be taken against 
an exiting Entity during the 30 notice period.” 

Teck states “[t]he exclusion process proposed for entities that are already registered appears to be 
overly onerous.  In most cases, the existing registered entities voluntarily registered based on the BES 
definition that was provided and in effect at that time.  The entities should also be allowed to deregister 
on the same basis.  If an entity chose to deregister the administrator could object to the deregistration, 
within a specified time period, and provide the entity with evidence as to the material reliability 
effects.” 

6.1 What is the estimated number of deregistrations AMPC, Teck and other Interveners expect, and 
over what time period would the bulk of deregistration be expected to be proposed?  For 
example, would a large number of deregistrations be pursued at the same time, as soon as the 
new BES Definition and exception processes become effective? 

6.2 Given that an orderly transition to the new BES Definition and exception processes would be 
expected to provide assurance that reliability would not be inadvertently compromised, how 
and to what extent would the Interveners’ suggestions provide for such an orderly transition, 
particularly for an initial transition period?  Please provide details. 

6.3 Given the limited resources that the Commission may have for considering a large number of 
concurrent deregistrations, how would a 30-day period as suggested by AMPC be reasonably 
observed in practice in the transition period? 

6.4 To what extent might a 30-day period be more appropriately considered after a 24-month initial 
transition period in which a large number of deregistrations might be expected to be proposed? 
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6.5 Acknowledging that an Entity’s circumstances have been reviewed to confirm appropriate 
functional registration in the BC MRS Program at the time of registration, and changes in an 
Entity’s circumstances require an application for deregistration, followed by the Administrator’s 
review and ultimately Commission Order for deregistration if the Commission determines 
deregistration to be appropriate, why and how would it be unreasonable to follow the same 
process when the changes in an Entity’s circumstances arise from a new BES Definition? 

6.6 Why and how would it not be reasonable in support of reliability objectives to minimize risk by 
requiring Entities that are already participating in the BC MRS Program to remain in compliance 
until deregistration is ordered? 

6.7 Would it not be prudent for an Entity to obtain a deregistration Order from the Commission in 
order to avoid potential for later dispute, should the Commission not agree with the Entity’s 
determination that deregistration was appropriate? 

 
7.0 Reference: Proposed BC Exception Process for the BC Rules of Procedure 

Exhibit C19-2, CPC p. 4 Sec. C #12 
 

CPC states “[a]pplicants will also require access to information about the bulk-power transmission 
system and how their facilities affect that system for the application process to be effective.  BC Hydro 
or FortisBC will have much of the necessary information in most cases.  Applicants will need the 
assistance of these system operators to gather the information and test results to support an 
application.  The Commission needs to develop rules on how applicants may access this information.” 

7.1 What rules would CPC suggest for applicants to have “access to information about the bulk-
power transmission system and how their facilities affect that system”? 

7.2 What information would BC Hydro, FortisBC and any other entities have in this regard? 

7.3 What assistance do entities expect to require from BC Hydro and FortisBC “to gather the 
information and test results to support an application”? 

 
8.0 Reference: Definitions 

Exhibit C17-3, BC Hydro p. 3 Sec. 1 (b) i) 
 

BC Hydro states it “…assumes that the new definitions included in Part B, section 2.0 of Exhibit A-7 will 
only be applicable to the BC Exception Process in BC, rather than the entire BC MRS Program.  If this 
assumption is incorrect, BC Hydro recommends that those definitions listed in Part B, section 2.0 only 
apply to the BC Exception Process.” 

8.1 Would BC Hydro please explain its concern and why the definitions listed in Part B, section 2.0 of 
Exhibit A-7 should not apply beyond the BC Exception Process? 
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9.0 Reference: Definitions 
Exhibit C18-3, FortisBC, p. 2 #8 
 

FortisBC states “[i]n SD-1, there are multiple uses of the term ’Entity’ yet the term is not defined.  
FortisBC requires further clarification or definition of this term.” 

9.1 Would FortisBC please explain to what extent it would be beneficial to replace the term “Entity” 
as used generically in the Straw Dog drafts with the defined terms “Responsible Entity” or 
“Applicable Entity” as the context may suggest? 

9.2 Would FortisBC please identify potential harm if the generic term “Entity” is used? 

 
10.0 Reference: Basis for an Exception 

Exhibit C14-3, AMPC p. 3  
 

AMPC suggests to “[e]stablish a BC Exception Process.  AMPC supports the basis for Exceptions 
contained in Section 3.1.  The Commission should maintain significant procedural flexibility regarding 
filing requirements and procedures, at least during the initial years of the Exception process.” 

10.1 Would AMPC please clarify what AMPC means by significant procedural flexibility? 
 
10.2 For example, is AMPC suggesting that every exclusion application be processed regardless of 

supporting evidence? 

 
11.0 Reference: Basis for an Exception 

Exhibit C17-3, BC Hydro p. 4 b) ii) 
Exhibit C19-2, CPC p. 3, Sec. C  #10 
Exhibit C19-2, CPC p. 2 Sec. A 3 (a)  

 
BC Hydro states “Subject to BC Hydro’s comments in section 2(b)(v) below, BC Hydro recommends that 
the technical criteria that will dictate what will be necessary for the Reliable Operation of the 
interconnected bulk-power transmission system be clarified.  Further, BC Hydro recommends that the 
TAC be instructed to develop any additional BC-specific criteria necessary to assist reviewers of the 
Exception Requests in determining factors necessary to the Reliable Operation of the interconnected 
bulk-power system in BC.” 

CPC states “[t]he existing definition of ’reliable operation’ lacks sufficient detail to be workable in 
practice.  To assist those who must work within the MRS Program, the Commission should provide 
additional guidance, to the extent it can, on the criteria it will use to determine whether elements or 
aspects of the entity’s operations are necessary for the reliable operation of the bulk-power 
transmission system.” 

CPC states “...the Exception Process proposed in Straw-dog #1 should be streamlined and reasonable in 
terms of time, process and cost.  The Commission should provide more detailed criteria for exclusion 
exceptions and identify any additional decision-making criteria that it may use.” 

11.1 Assuming criteria will be developed by the TAC and recommended to the Commission 
on an on-going basis, are there specific criteria that might be suggested at this time? 
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11.2 To what extent are the technical criteria not set out in the various Reliability Standards?  Please 
describe. 

11.3 In considering “Reliable Operation of the interconnected bulk-power transmission system,” 
what would be helpful beyond recommendations from the Administrator and any TAC technical 
criteria that may be developed and recommended to the Commission? 

11.4 Given that Reliable Operation is considered in the context of the “interconnected bulk-power 
transmission system,” what distinction does BC Hydro make between BC-specific technical 
criteria and regional criteria? 

 
12.0 Reference: Basis for an Exception 

Exhibit C17-3, BC Hydro p. 4 b) ii) 
 

BC Hydro states “[i]t is BC Hydro’s view that the use of the term necessary is too subjective and may 
lead to the reviewers of the Exception Requests arguing over whether something is or is not necessary 
to the Reliable Operation of the interconnected bulk-power transmission system.  Subject to BC Hydro’s 
comments in section 2(b)(v) below, BC Hydro recommends that the technical criteria that will dictate 
what will be necessary for the Reliable Operation of the interconnected bulk-power transmission system 
be clarified.  Further, BC Hydro recommends that the TAC be instructed to develop any additional BC-
specific criteria necessary to assist reviewers of the Exception Requests in determining factors necessary 
to the Reliable Operation of the interconnected bulk-power system in BC.” 

12.1 How would Interveners suggest that the term “necessary” be defined? 

12.2 Can BC Hydro provide any information as to the use of the word “necessary” in the NERC 
Exception process that may be helpful? 

 
13.0 Reference: Basis for an Exception 

Exhibit C18-3, FortisBC p. 2 #9 
Exhibit C17-3, BC Hydro p. 1 (first bullet) 
Exhibit C17-3, BC Hydro p. 5 b) iii) 

 
FortisBC states it “requires further clarification on the purpose of the Partial Exclusion Exception process 
before providing comment.” 

BC Hydro recommends “[e]limination of the Partial Exception Request from the proposed BC Exception 
Process.” 

“Based on BC Hydro’s reading of the Partial Exclusion Exception, it appears that the exclusion will be 
related to an Entity seeking relief from a specific Reliability Standard versus an exclusion from the BES 
itself.  

BC Hydro is of the view that the Exclusion and Inclusion Exceptions provide sufficient opportunity for 
parties to seek relief from being captured under the BC MRS Program and that once it has been 
determined that an Element is either included or excluded from the BES definition, that Entity should be 
required to comply with all applicable BC MRS standards.  Further, there have been no specific examples 
given that provide any rationale for the need for a Partial Exclusion Exception.  The Partial Exclusion 
Exception introduces the concept of an a-la-carte approach to compliance with reliability standards in 
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B.C. and BC Hydro does not believe that is consistent with ensuring the reliable operation of the BES.  
Therefore, BC Hydro recommends that the concept of a Partial Exception Request be removed from the 
proposed BC Exception Process.” 

13.1 What potential value, if any, do Entities see in including a Partial Exclusion Exception process in 
addition to the Exclusion Exception process? 

 
13.2 What is the downside, if any, of introducing a Partial Exclusion Exception in BC that is not 

contemplated in the NERC exception process? 
 
13.3 To what extent would a Partial Exception Request process be appropriate if an entity could 

demonstrate to the Commission’s satisfaction that specific aspects of the Entity’s operation 
needn’t be considered, in general or for specific standards or functions, for Reliable Operation of 
the BES?  Please describe any issues or conflicts that may arise with MRS from this practice. 

 
14.0 Reference: Form, Content and Submission of an Exception Request 

Exhibit C17-3, BC Hydro p. 6 b) iv) 
 

“It appears that the bulk of the information provided in an Entity’s Exception Request that will provide 
the BCUC, the Administrator, TAC or BC Hydro, in its capacity as the BA, with the most constructive and 
useful information on which to make an assessment as to whether or not an Element should or should 
not be excluded, will be contained in section III of the Applicant’s Exception Request. 

‘Section III of an Exception Request shall contain detailed information to support the Exception 
Request [to be specified on an Exception Request Form when the BC Exception Process details 
are settled].’ 

In order to obtain this information, the process outlined in section 4.4 requires BC Hydro, in its capacity 
as the BA, to submit a specific request for access to this section III Information to the BCUC.  BC Hydro 
expects that in order to adequately review and comment on an Applicant’s Exception Request, in almost 
all cases it will submit a request to the BCUC for access to the information contained in section III.  It 
therefore strikes BC Hydro as an unnecessary procedural step to require it to submit a request to the 
BCUC for access to the information contained in section III of the Applicant’s Exception Request.  For this 
reason, BC Hydro recommends that this information ought to be provided to it in the first instance.” 

14.1 What objections might other entities have? 

14.2 How might those objections, if any, be addressed? 

14.3 Would time period concerns be resolved by a requirement for the information to be provided to 
BC Hydro at the same time as it is provided to the Commission? 

14.4 What volume of exception requests might be anticipated during an initial transition period of 
24-months, and thereafter? 

14.5 What timelines might be considered reasonable for processing exception requests, during the 
initial transition period, and thereafter? 
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15.0 Reference: Review and Consideration of Exception Requests 
Exhibit C19-2, CPC p. 4 Sec. C #15 
Exhibit C19-2, CPC p. 4 Sec. C #14 

 
CPC states: “The Commission should also consider concessions for administrative penalties while 
exception request applications are being considered, even if the applications are ultimately rejected or 
only a partial exclusion is granted.” 

CPC also states: “Compliance with the MRS Program is a costly and time-consuming exercise.  The failure 
to comply with reliability standards exposes parties to significant administrative penalties.  Parties that 
are initially captured by the BES definition despite having elements not necessary for the reliable 
operation of the interconnected bulk-power system should not carry the onerous burden of complying 
with mandatory reliability standards while their exclusion exception applications are being considered.  
Some administrative accommodation should be permitted while the exception process is pursued in 
good faith.” 

15.1 What would be the basis for not considering penalties where exception requests are rejected? 

15.2 Would concessions for administrative penalties while applications are being considered provide 
an incentive for entities to submit unfounded or poorly founded exception request applications? 

15.3 How would entities suggest the Commission handle unsubstantiated requests that may appear 
to be designed to stall or game the process? 

 
16.0 Reference: Review and Consideration of Exception Requests 

Exhibit C17-3, BC Hydro, p. 7 b) v) 
 

BC Hydro states “[w]hile BC Hydro is supportive of the TAC, it has significant concerns that the TAC 
appears to have the primary responsibility of making recommendations to the BCUC with respect to BES 
Exceptions.  BC Hydro is of the view that the primary responsibility of making recommendations to the 
BCUC with respect to BES Exceptions should be that of the Administrator (i.e., WECC), as is the practice 
in the US, because WECC is in the best position to utilize criteria which is consistent across the relevant 
regions and can use existing tools to make any recommendations. In this regard, BC Hydro recommends 
that the TAC should be limited to reviewing Exception Requests based on BC-specific technical criteria 
and for BC-specific impacts only.” 

16.1 Is BC Hydro suggesting that BC-specific technical criteria and BC-specific impacts may be 
viewed in isolation outside the context of integrated BES operations?  Please explain. 

16.2 What would BC Hydro suggest for the Commission to consider in the event of significant 
differences between recommendations from the TAC and WECC? 


