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Modelling Analysis: 
 
Analysis was completed and presented1 to the EAS WG on November 8, 2017 that compared generation 
production costs using two different generator commitment models, a simplified centralized 
commitment model and a self-commitment model.  This analysis provided a preliminary assessment on 
how the two commitment models compared to each other. The analysis was based on a simplified 
commitment model that did not incorporate transmission constraints. 
 
The original modelling analysis indicated that there are small efficiencies to be gained between the 
models especially, in the early years of study.    
 
Continued analysis conducted a drill down into the 2025 results to examine the nature of the production 
cost differences in the forward period.  
 
Key assumptions, such as demand, bidding behavior, generation mix, and generator characteristics and 
costs, were held constant to ensure variances in results were from the change in commitment models. 
Forecast error on variable generation was not incorporated into the analysis since previous analysis had 
shown that most hours resulted in similar unit commitment. Generator costs were calculated 
irrespective of revenues and included fuel, emission, start-up, and variable and fixed O&M costs. 
Individual units were dispatched based on unit characteristics and not company portfolio strategy. 
 
Results concluded that a centralized commitment model produces a slight efficiency gain in production 
costs, minimizes costs across assets and produces cost-effective commitment as compared to the self-
commitment model. However, it was noted that higher production costs in the self-commitment model 
were a result of less efficient commitment units running more often to avoid cycling costs and to respect 
unit operating characteristics. The higher fuel, emission, and start costs of these units resulted in overall 
higher costs in the self-commitment model.  Accordingly, no anticipated impact to system reliability in 
either model and additional costs in the self-commitment model are accrued by modeled generator 
commitment behavior.  
 
  

                                                           
 

1
 https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/5-Committment-Modelling-2017-11-08.pdf 
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Analysis Results: 
 
 
Analysis results showed that production cost in the self-commitment model was slightly higher than the 
centralized commitment model. The results showed that the difference between the two models were 
relatively small, with the self-commitment costs approximately 6% higher in the mid 2020’s. 
 

 
 
The increase in production cost in the self-commitment model was related to lower efficient units, such 
as converted coal to gas units, staying online because of start costs and unit operational characteristics.  
These units displaced more efficient units, resulting in higher fuel, emission, and start-up costs. As such, 
the self-commitment model has higher costs related to lower efficiency commitment units producing 
more energy. 
 

 
 
 
 
Analysis Conclusion: 
 
The AESO Commitment Modelling study has indicated that there is potential but limited efficiency gains 
from switching to a centralized commitment model. The modelling showed a reduction in unit starts in 
the centralized commitment model compared with the self-commitment model. Furthermore, the study 
showed that assets with a forward view of the market will self-position to respond to expected changes.  
Given that the increases in production costs is due to generator commitment behavior, without any 
anticipated impact on reliability, and further that the self-commitment model maintains risks with 
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generators instead of transferring to loads, the incremental efficiency gain is insufficient to warrant a 
change at this time.   
 
The AESO recommends completing further research on commitment models post the initial capacity 
market implementation or if there are significant changes in the fleet. Factors to be analyzed include 
system constrained unit commitment (SCUC) and taking into account other market design options (e.g. 
offer rules, co-optimization, etc.).  

 


