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A. Introduction

1. This submission sets out Columbia Power Corporation’s (“CPC”) perspective on the 

discussion points raised by the B.C. Utilities Commission (“Commission”) in the Commission’s

Inquiry into the BC Mandatory Reliability Standards (“MRS”) Program.

2. CPC’s comments respond to the Commission’s “Straw-dog” discussion drafts issued on 

20 December 2012 to outline proposed changes to BC’s MRS Program. Those Straw-dog 

drafts relate to: a) the potential exception process; b) the process to assess severity and risk for 

violations; and c) the terms of reference for the Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”).

3. CPC’s submission focusses on three basic themes:

(a) 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.

(b) the penalty ranges proposed in Straw-dog #2 for non-compliance with reliability 

standards are onerous in comparison with the penalty schemes in place in other 

jurisdictions in Canada and should be lowered.

(c) the TAC proposed in Straw-dog #3 will play an important role in advising the 

Commission on critical decisions and assisting in developing the MRS Program to fit the 

circumstances in British Columbia.  Its advice should reflect expertise, impartiality and a 

balance of the interests in British Columbia.  The TAC requires a broader membership 

than BC Hydro and FortisBC, each of whom have a vested interest in the outcome of 

many MRS decisions.

B. Background on Columbia Power Corporation 

4. CPC is a Crown corporation that is wholly owned and controlled by the Province of 

British Columbia. Pursuant to the Columbia Basin Accord signed in 1995, the primary mandate 

of Columbia Power is to undertake power project investments as the agent of the Province in 

partnership with Columbia Basin Trust (“CBT”). In making power project investments, Columbia 

Power's goal is to support the employment, economic development and resource management 

objectives of the Province, within the constraints of a commercial enterprise.
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5. Through its joint ventures, CPC is one of the larger producers of electricity in British 

Columbia.  The core power projects owned by CPC and CBT include the Arrow Lakes 

Generating Station and transmission line, Brilliant Dam and Generation Station, and Brilliant 

Expansion Project.  CPC and CBT have also partnered with FortisBC Inc. on the construction of 

the Waneta Expansion Project. These power projects are currently operated and maintained by 

FortisBC Inc.

6. It is possible that some of these facilities should be excluded from the Bulk Electric 

System (“BES”) definition because they do not affect system reliability.  The economic and 

administrative burden of being included by the BES definition is substantial. The exception 

process is therefore important to CPC.  

7. CPC supports the Commission’s goal of tailoring the MRS Program to be responsive 

and flexible enough to fit the circumstances in British Columbia while meeting the policy 

objectives of the broader MRS Program.

C. Efficiency of the BC Exception Process

8. The Commission proposes to adopt the North American Electric Reliability Corporation

(NERC)’s definition of Bulk Electric System, which contains a base definition, accompanied by a

list of defined Inclusions and Exclusions.

9. The Commission also proposes that an entity may request an exclusion exception on the 

grounds that an element of one or more aspect(s) of the entity’s operations is not necessary for 

the reliable operation of the interconnected bulk-power transmission system. In addition to the 

“reliable operation” criterion, the Commission may also approve or deny exclusion exception 

applications on the basis of any other criteria recommended by the TAC and approved by the 

Commission to reflect the circumstances of the bulk transmission system in British Columbia.

10. The 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.  

11. The more the Commission can do to explain how it will exercise its discretion, the more it 

will reduce the regulatory and economic uncertainty.  In particular, more guidance on the 

following would help applicants:
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the information the Commission will expect to support an application; and

the criteria and principles that the Commission will use to assess the application.

12. Applicants 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. 

13. The Commission should also set timelines standards for Commission staff to review the 

exception request applications and issue decisions so the Exception Process is completed in a 

timely manner.

14. 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. 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.

D. Proposed penalty ranges for non-compliance are onerous

16. The penalty ranges proposed in Straw-dog #2 are disproportionate in comparison to the 

penalty ranges adopted in other provinces in Canada and the NERC Sanction Guidelines and 

should be lowered.

17. Manitoba and New Brunswick follow the NERC Sanction Guidelines, which have lower 

penalty ranges for non-compliance with reliability standards than those proposed in Straw-dog

#2.  Alberta’s penalty scheme does not follow the NERC Sanction Guidelines, but also has 

significantly lower penalties.  Ontario has a two-tier reliability standards penalty scheme, with 

higher penalty ranges that may be applied in certain circumstances, but generally with penalties 
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that remain lower than those proposed by the Commission.  A table comparing the penalty 

ranges for non-compliance with reliability standards across provinces is attached at Appendix A.

18. The Commission has not explained why such comparatively higher penalty ranges are 

warranted in British Columbia to achieve the objectives of the MRS Program.  CPC would 

expect that the penalty ranges would align better with the situation elsewhere in Canada.

E. Technical Advisory Committee – expertise, balance of interests and objectivity

19. The Commission has proposed a Technical Advisory Committee comprising 

representatives from BC Hydro and FortisBC as initial members who will then propose 

additional members who meet the criteria. The TAC composition must be resolved before the 

TAC is established.

20. The TAC will have great influence on Commission decisions when advising on:

BC-specific technical reasons and factors to distinguish the BC portion of the 

Western Interconnection from the US portion and the general application of the 

NERC approach on MRS; 

applications for exclusion and inclusion exceptions;

the causes and consequences of non-compliance; and 

the appropriate administrative penalties.

Given the influence of the TAC, it should provide technical advice to the Commission that is 

expert, impartial, and balanced so the interests of all affected by the MRS Program are fairly 

represented. 

21. BC Hydro and FortisBC have technical expertise and access to information about the 

interconnected system that will be useful to inform the Commission’s decision and to assist in 

developing strong arguments to distinguish a BC approach from a more generic NERC 

approach. At the same time, both have vested interests in the outcome of many of the 

Commission decisions.  Further, they will often be involved in the gathering of information that 

supports an application for Exclusion or Inclusion or assistance in a non-compliance issue, and 

then be asked by the Commission to give advice on the same matter. Their dominant industry

position will create an imbalance of power and knowledge in favour of BC Hydro and FortisBC

that must be reconciled with the interests of others who are affected.
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22. The Commission should ensure that the TAC structure incorporates checks and 

balances to reconcile the interests of those other than BC Hydro and FortisBC.  CPC suggests

the following measures will assist:

(a) mandatory inclusion of representative energy generator and consumer groups 

who are subject to the MRS Program;

(b) develop rules on how BC Hydro and FortisBC will:

(i) share information about their bulk transmission systems;

(ii) assess the interaction of interconnected facilities;

(iii) test the contribution of interconnected facilities for the purpose of 

Exclusion or Inclusion; and

(iv) assess the causes and consequences of non-compliance or failure.

(c) develop rules on how the TAC members will declare their interests and avoid 

conflicts of interests in matters being considered; and

(d) develop rules on how costs for TAC operations will be paid or allocated.  Not all 

participants will be able to pass cost to ratepayers.

23. For item 22(a), CPC submits the TAC should include at least one non-BC Hydro and 

non-FortisBC independent power producer representative.

All of which is respectfully submitted on 31 January 2013.

Gene Anderson

Columbia Power Corporation



Appendix A – Comparing Reliability Standards Penalty Ranges Across Canada
Table 1 – Penalties for Non-Compliance with Reliability Standards

Impact 
Level

Non-Compliance Level 

Low Moderate High Severe

BC BC’s proposed penalty ranges are set out in the Commission’s Straw Dog #2.

Low $2,000 to $25,000 $2,000 to $50,000 $3,000 to $75,000 $5,000 to $100,000

Medium $2,000 to $100,000 $4,000 to $250,000 $6,000 to $450,000 $10,000 to $600,000

High $4,000 to $250,000 $8,000 to $500,000 $12,000 to $750,000 $750,000 to $1,000,000

MN/NB Manitoba and New Brunswick’s penalty ranges mirror those set out in the NERC Sanction Guidelines.  These ranges 
are significantly lower than those proposed in BC.

Low $1,000 to $3,000 $2,000 to $7,500 $3,000 to $15,000 $5,000 to $25,000

Medium $2,000 to $30,000 $4,000 to $100,000 $6,000 to $200,000 $10,000 to $335,000

High $4,000 to $125,000 $8,000 to $300,000 $12,000 to $625,000 $20,000 to $1,000,000

AB In Alberta, each reliability standard falls within one of nine categories.  Categories 1 to 4 (“C1 to C4”) have specified 
penalties depending on the category and severity level.  Categories 5 to 9 (“C5 to C9”) have specified penalties that do 
not depend on the severity level. The maximum penalty for contravention of reliability standards is $100,000 per day.  
The full details of Alberta’s reliability standards penalty scheme are attached at Table 2.

Low
Medium

High

C1 to C4:  $500 to 
$5,000

C5 to 9:  $2,000 to 
$25,000

C1 to C4:  $1,000 to $10,000

C5 to 9:  $2,000 to $25,000

C1 to C4:  $1,500 to 
$15,000

C5 to 9:  $2,000 to $25,000

C1 to C4:  $2,500 to 
$25,000

C5 to 9:  $2,000 to $25,000
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ON In Ontario, a two-tier reliability standards penalty scheme exists.  For non-compliance with reliability standards, the level 
of non-compliance (ranked from L1 to L4) will determine the sanction, which ranges from a non-compliance letter to a 
penalty of up to $10,000.  

If the market participant breaches a market rule under certain circumstances, the impact of the breach is particularly 
severe, or the non-compliance is recurring, an additional financial penalty may be applied.  The additional financial 
penalty matrix in Ontario is almost identical to the one proposed in BC.  The only difference is that for severe non-
compliance with a high impact level, Ontario’s minimum penalty is $20,000 compared to BC’s minimum penalty of 
$750,000.

The full details of Ontario’s reliability standards penalty scheme are attached at Table 3.

Low $2,000 to $25,000 $2,000 to $50,000 $3,000 to $75,000 $5,000 to $100,000

Medium $2,000 to $100,000 $4,000 to $250,000 $6,000 to $450,000 $10,000 to $600,000

High $4,000 to $250,000 $8,000 to $500,000 $12,000 to $750,000 $20,000 to $1,000,000
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Table 2 – Alberta’s Reliability Standards Penalty Scheme1

Categories 1 to 4

Nature of contravention Severity Level

Lower Moderate High Severe

Category 1 

Failure to comply with the following 
reliability standards or the specific 
requirement of a reliability standard 
set out below:
INT-001-AB-3
INT-003-AB-2
INT-006-AB-2
INT-009-AB-1
INT-010-AB-1
IRO-006-WECC-AB-1
PRC-004-AB1-1 (R2 and R3)
PRC-004-WECC-AB1-1 (R2-R4)*
PRC-018-AB-1*
PRC-021-AB1-1
PRC-022-AB-1
TPL-001-AB-0 (R3)
TPL-002-AB-0 (R3)
TPL-003-AB-0 (R3)
TPL-004-AB-0 (R2) 

A specified penalty of 
$500

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant   
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener 

A specified penalty of 
$1,000 

Notice of specified
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant  
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener

A specified penalty of 
$1,500 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant 
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener

A specified penalty of 
$2,500 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the
business unit of the 
market participant 
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener

Category 2 

Failure to comply with the following 
reliability standards or the specific 
requirement of a reliability standard 
set out below: 
BAL-004-AB-1 (R1)*
BAL-004-WECC-AB-1*
MOD-017-AB-0.1
MOD-018-AB-0
PRC-009-AB-0
PRC-010-AB-0
TPL-001-AB-0 (R2)
TPL-002-AB-0 (R2)

A specified penalty of 
$3,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant 
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 

A specified penalty of 
$5,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant  
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 

A specified penalty of 
$7,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant  
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 

A specified penalty of 
$10,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the most 
senior executive of 
the market participant 
or the ISO (i.e. 
president, chief 
executive officer) or 
its parent company if 
the market participant 
is a wholly-owned 
subsidiary or affiliate, 

                                        
1 URL:  http://www.aeso.ca/rulesprocedures/17006.html and http://www.auc.ab.ca/news-
room/bulletins/Bulletins/2012/Bulletin%202012-15.pdf
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Nature of contravention Severity Level

Lower Moderate High Severe

TPL-003-AB-0 (R2)
TPL-004-AB-0 (R1)

contravener contravener contravener or chief compliance 
officer, if applicable

Category 3 

Failure to comply with the following 
reliability standards or the specific 
requirement of a reliability standard 
set out below:
BAL-002-AB-1 (R2-R6)*
BAL-STD-002-AB-0*
EOP-001-AB-2b (R2-R10)*
IRO-001-AB-1.1*
PRC-001-AB1-1
PRC-004-AB1-1 (R1)
PRC-004-WECC-AB1-1 (R1)
TPL-001-AB-0 (R1)
TPL-002-AB-0 (R1)
TPL-003-AB-0 (R1)

A specified penalty of 
$5,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant  
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener 

A specified penalty of 
$10,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the most 
senior executive of the 
market participant or 
the ISO (i.e. president, 
chief executive officer) 
or its parent company 
if the market 
participant is a wholly-
owned subsidiary or 
affiliate, or chief 
compliance officer, if 
applicable

A specified penalty of 
$15,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the most 
senior executive of the 
market participant or 
the ISO (i.e. president, 
chief executive officer) 
or its parent company 
if the market 
participant is a wholly-
owned subsidiary or 
affiliate, or chief 
compliance officer, if 
applicable

A specified penalty of 
$25,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the most 
senior executive of 
the market participant 
or the ISO (i.e. 
president, chief 
executive officer) or 
its parent company if 
the market participant 
is a wholly-owned 
subsidiary or affiliate, 
or chief compliance 
officer, if applicable

Category 4 

Failure to comply with the following 
reliability standard:
BAL-001-AB-0a

A specified penalty of 
$3,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant 
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener 

A specified penalty of 
$5,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant 
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener

A specified penalty of 
$7,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the senior 
executive of the 
business unit of the 
market participant 
involved in the 
contravention or the 
vice-president, 
regulatory in cases 
where the ISO is the 
contravener

A specified penalty of 
$10,000 

Notice of specified 
penalty to the most 
senior executive of 
the market participant 
or the ISO (i.e. 
president, chief 
executive officer) or 
its parent company if 
the market participant 
is a wholly-owned 
subsidiary or affiliate, 
or chief compliance 
officer, if applicable
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Categories 5 to 9

Nature of Contravention All Instances

Category 5 

Failure to comply with the following reliability standards or the 
specific requirement of a reliability standard set out below:
EOP-002-AB-2 (R9)
EOP-004-AB1-1
FAC-003-AB1-1 (R3 and R4)
MOD-016-AB-1.1
TOP-005-AB1-1

A specified penalty of $2,000 

Notice of specified penalty to the senior executive of the business 
unit of the market participant involved in the contravention or the 
vice-president, regulatory in cases where the ISO is the contravener  

Category 6 

Failure to comply with the following reliability standards:
FAC-001-AB-0
FAC-002-AB-0
FAC-010-AB-2.1 (R1, R3-R6)*
FAC-014-AB-2*
FAC-501-WECC-AB1-1
MOD-019-AB-0

A specified penalty of $5,000 

Notice of specified penalty to the senior executive of the business 
unit of the market participant involved in the contravention or the 
vice-president, regulatory in cases where the ISO is the contravener  

Category 7 

Failure to comply with the following reliability standard:
BAL-004-AB-1 (R2)*
BAL-006-AB-1

A specified penalty of $7,000 

Notice of specified penalty to the senior executive of the business 
unit of the market participant  involved in the contravention or the 
vice-president, regulatory in cases where the ISO is the contravener 

Category 8 

Failure to comply with the following reliability standards:
BAL-003-AB-0a
CIP-001-AB1-1

A specified penalty of $10,000 

Notice of specified penalty to the most senior executive of the 
market participant or the ISO (i.e. president, chief executive officer) 
or its parent company if the market participant is a wholly-owned 
subsidiary or affiliate, or chief compliance officer, if applicable

Category 9 

Failure to comply with the following reliability standards or the 
specific requirement of a reliability standard set out below:
BAL-002-AB-1 (R1)*
EOP-001-AB-2b (R1)*
EOP-002-AB-2 (except R9)
EOP-003-AB1-1
FAC-003-AB1-1 (R1 and R2)
FAC-010-AB-2.1 (R2)*
TOP007-WECC-AB-1

A specified penalty of $25,000 

Notice of specified penalty to the most senior executive of the 
market participant or the ISO (i.e. president, chief executive officer) 
or its parent company if the market participant is a wholly-owned 
subsidiary or affiliate, or chief compliance officer, if applicable
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*The reliability standards marked with an asterisk reflect proposed changes in the current consultation process regarding 
amendment to Rule 027.  Note that the penalty amounts are not slated to be changed.
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Table 3 – Ontario’s Reliability Standards Penalty Scheme

Ontario currently has penalties ranging from a non-compliance letter to a fine of $1,000,000. 

Sections 6.6.6 and 6.6.6A of Chapter 3 of the Market Rules for the Ontario Electricity Market set 
out potential financial penalties for non-compliance with the Market Rules.2

Section 6.6.6 of Chapter 3 states that once the IESO determines that a financial penalty is the 
applicable sanction, they must consider the factors listed in s. 6.6.7 and impose a financial 
penalty within the following range depending on the level of non-compliance:

Section 5.1.1 of 
Chapter 4 of the Market Rules establishes that each transmitter, generator, connected 
wholesale customer or distributor connected to the IESO-controlled grid must comply with the 
applicable reliability standards.  Therefore a breach of an applicable reliability standard would 
be subject to penalty under Chapter 3.

Level of Non-Compliance Range of 
Sanctions

L1: The market participant failed to comply in part with the 
requirements of a market rule, and informed IESO on its own initiative
and on a timely basis of the reasons for non-compliance and the 
manner and time in which the non-compliance will be remedied 
(6.6.3.1)

Non-compliance 
letter or up to 
$2,000

L2: The market participant failed to comply in whole with a market rule
and informed IESO on its own initiative and on a timely basis of the 
reasons for the non-compliance and the manner in which the non-
compliance will be remedied (6.6.3.2)

Non-compliance 
letter or up to 
$4,000

L3: The market participant failed to comply, in whole or in part, with a 
market rule and did not on its own initiative inform IESO on a timely 
basis of the non-compliance, but did inform the IESO of the reasons 
for the non-compliance and the manner and time in which the non-
compliance will be remedied at the IESO’s request and within the time 
specified (6.6.3.3)

Non-compliance 
letter or up to 
$6,000

L4: The market participant failed to comply, in whole or in part, with a 
market rule and did not on its own initiative inform IESO on a timely 
basis of the non-compliance and did not inform IESO at their request 
of the reasons for the non-compliance and the manner in which the 
non-compliance will be remedied (6.6.3.4)

$1,000 to $10,000

                                        
2 URL:  http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/pubs/marketRules/mr_chapter3.pdf
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Section 6.6.6A allows the IESO to impose additional financial penalties if the market rule is 
breached under certain circumstances. These are when the IESO-operated network is under an 
emergency operating state or high risk operating state declaration (6.6.6A.1) or during a 
declaration that market operations have been suspended (6.6.6A.2).  The additional penalty 
scheme can also be imposed where the impact of the breach is particularly severe (6.6.6A.3), or 
the rate of recurrence of non-compliance is such that a higher financial penalty is warranted 
(6.6.6A.4).  The effect of these last two provisions appears to be that the high end penalties in 
this table will be available whenever they are warranted, however the lower end provisions will 
likely only be applicable when the circumstances set out in 6.6.6A.1 or 6.6.6A.2 exist.




