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Background 

On July 7, 2016, the AESO and stakeholders participated in a consultation meeting to discuss (1) the 

scope of changes to be included in the AESO’s 2017 ISO tariff application, (2) AESO’s proposed energy 

storage tariff treatment, (3) Rider C/deferral account reconciliation process update, and (4) AESO’s 

consultation plan. Based on discussion at the meeting, the AESO invited written comments from 

stakeholders on the information presented at the meeting. The written comments from stakeholders are 

consolidated below. 

The meeting presentation is posted on the AESO website and can be accessed at www.aeso.ca by 

following the path Tariff ► Current Consultations ► 2017 Tariff. 

Stakeholder Comments on AESO Information 

Stakeholder Comment 

2017 ISO Tariff Application Topics 

1(a) In its presentation for the 2017 ISO tariff application, the AESO proposed the following 

topics would be included in the application: 

i. Not proposing any rate structure changes; 

ii. Refinements to the connection process in Section 4 – System Access Service Requests 

and Section 5 – Financial Obligations for Connection Projects as well as associated 

refinements to Section 8 – Construction Contributions for Connection Projects and 

Section 9 – Changes to System Access Service After Energization; and 

iii. In response to directions from the Commission the AESO will address contract capacity 

versus installed capacity for point of delivery cost function, Rider C – Deferral Account 

Adjustment Rider and deferral accounts, and cost responsibility for generator compliance 

with the CIP Alberta reliability standards. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC supports the AESO in not proposing any rate structure changes.  ADC offers to work collaboratively 

with the AESO to address concerns with Rider C and deferral account matters. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

[blank] 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power supports inclusion of the above topics in the 2017 General Tariff Application (“GTA”). 

Ed dePalezieux: 

A thorough analysis will be required to assess installed capacity vs. contract capacity.  Will have 

comments once the structure of the analysis and outcomes are made clear. 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

  

http://www.aeso.ca/
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ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

EEC supports review of the cost responsibility for generator compliance with the CIP Alberta Reliability 

Standards (“ARS”).  Participants who are obligated to comply with CIP ARS should have their costs 

recovered through the ISO Tariff. 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

• IPCAA is supportive of the current rate structure in terms of it promoting “user pays” principles.  

• If the AESO is contemplating a working group on Rider C, deferral accounts or cost responsibility 

for generator compliance with the CIP standards, IPCAA would like to participate. 

• IPCAA does not support consumers being allocated the cost responsibility for generator CIP 

compliance. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

[blank] 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

[blank] 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

[blank] 

1(b) The 2017 ISO tariff application will also include: 

i. Updates to the transmission cost causation study (for years 2018 – 2020) using the 

previous 2014 ISO tariff application methodology; 

ii. Updates to the point-of-delivery (POD) database, including an update to the primary 

service credit ratio; 

iii. The 2017 revenue requirement and will be updated with 2018 revenue requirement in 

compliance filing; 

iv. Bill impact analysis; and 

v. Update to Rider J – Wind Forecasting Service Cost Recovery Rider 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC is supportive of the items included in the 2017 ISO tariff application. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (ASA) is an industry group aiming to educate stakeholders on the benefits 

that energy storage technology can bring to the Alberta electricity system. Our membership includes a 

variety of key stakeholders in the Alberta market including utilities, technology manufacturers, 

developers, independent power producers, engineering firms, etc. The ASA is advocating a technology 

neutral approach to assessing the services offered by various energy assets; we believe smart 

regulations can unlock the growth of a new energy storage industry in the province while providing 

improved flexibility and resiliency to the electricity grid. Further information on the ASA and our initiatives 

can be found on our website (http://albertastoragealliance.com/) and in our recently released White 
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Paper: Energy Storage – Unlocking the Value for Alberta’s Grid. 

The ASA is encouraged to see that the AESO is opening a dialogue on how to best manage the 

integration of energy storage assets in the Alberta market. However, the ASA believes changes to rate 

structures should be given further consideration before any final decision is made. Energy storage 

technologies perform fundamentally differently from traditional energy assets governed by current rate 

structures. Energy storage technologies are highly flexible assets, acting as both load and generation 

with unique operational characteristics that can serve to benefit the Alberta market. 

The ASA will continue to work with the AESO and other stakeholders to identify services and applications 

where energy storage can offer benefits to Alberta’s electric grid. As part of this collaboration, we 

recommend conducting a technical review to determine what services (existing or new) are required to 

help maintain a reliable electric grid going forward. Part of this assessment should include a review of 

whether assets solely providing system stability services should be exempt from certain prohibitive tariffs. 

For example, a Standard Transmission Service rate for grid-connected storage offering only Operating 

Reserves would avoid “double charging” such assets under existing regulations and tariffs. Other 

jurisdictions (CAISO, PJM, IESO, etc.) have introduced legislation to address the perceived “double 

counting conundrum” whereby storage facilities must pay retail rates for loading and generating, despite 

operating to provide reliability services to the grid. The ASA believes changes to the rate structure should 

be considered in order to ensure that energy storage technologies are being valued on their unique 

merits rather than being penalized for their fundamental operational differences relative to incumbent 

technologies. 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power supports inclusion of the above topics in the 2017 GTA. 

Please provide an estimated date when the updated cost causation study will be provided to stakeholders 

for review. Capital Power requests that the AESO hold a stakeholder session following the study’s 

release to review the results and address stakeholder questions. 

Capital Power requests that the AESO commit to providing an updated Transmission Rate Impact 

Projection (“TRIP”) model as part of the AESO’s 2017 GTA. The TRIP model is a comprehensive and 

detailed document that is helpful to market participants in assessing long-term transmission cost 

projections and the impacts of rate and tariff design changes. A stakeholder session to review the 

updated TRIP model would be beneficial. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

Agree that the AESO should perform the cost causation study in-house. 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

[blank] 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

• Will the updates to the transmission cost causations study require external consultants? What is 

the expected timeline on this project? 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

NRStor Inc. (NRStor) is a member of The Alberta Storage Alliance (ASA). The ASA is an industry group 

aiming to educate stakeholders on the benefits that energy storage technology can bring to the Alberta 
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electricity system. Our membership includes a variety of key stakeholders in the Alberta market including 

utilities, technology manufacturers, developers, independent power producers, engineering firms, etc. 

NRStor, alongside the ASA, is advocating a technology neutral approach to assessing the services 

offered by various energy assets; we believe smart regulations can unlock the growth of a new energy 

storage industry in the province while providing improved flexibility and resiliency to the electricity grid. 

Further information on the ASA and its initiatives can be found on its website 

(http://albertastoragealliance.com/) and in its recently released White Paper: Energy Storage – Unlocking 

the Value for Alberta’s Grid. 

NRStor is encouraged to see that the AESO is opening a dialogue on how to best manage the integration 

of energy storage assets in the Alberta market. However, NRStor believes changes to rate structures 

should be given further consideration before any final decision is made. Energy storage technologies 

perform fundamentally differently from traditional energy assets governed by current rate structures. 

Energy storage technologies are highly flexible assets, acting as both load and generation with unique 

operational characteristics that can serve to benefit the Alberta market. 

As a member of the ASA, NRStor will continue to work with the AESO and other stakeholders to identify 

services and applications where energy storage can offer benefits to Alberta’s electric grid. As part of this 

collaboration, we recommend conducting a technical review to determine what services (existing or new) 

are required to help maintain a reliable electric grid going forward. Part of this assessment should include 

a review of whether assets solely providing system stability services should be exempt from certain 

prohibitive tariffs. For example, a Standard Transmission Service rate for grid-connected storage offering 

only Operating Reserves would avoid “double charging” such assets under existing regulations and 

tariffs. Other jurisdictions (CAISO, PJM, IESO, etc.) have introduced legislation to address the perceived 

“double counting conundrum” whereby storage facilities must pay retail rates for loading and generating, 

despite operating to provide reliability services to the grid. NRStor believes changes to the rate structure 

should be considered in order to ensure that energy storage technologies are being valued on their 

unique merits rather than being penalized for their fundamental operational differences relative to 

incumbent technologies. 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

RMP has been an advocate for changes to the AESO’s rate structure. Specifically, RMP has advocated 

that the AESO develop and implement Energy Storage Opportunity Service (“ESOS”) rates.  The AESO 

has refused to do so as indicated in 1(a) i. above.  In addition, in the AESO’s 2017 ISO Tariff 

Consultation held on July 7th, 2017, on slide # 33 the AESO states: 

AESO will discuss use of Rates DTS and STS for energy storage facilities when charging and 

discharging, respectively, in its tariff application  

•Rates and terminology in tariff will be updated to address energy storage facilities Primarily affects 

applicability subsections in tariff  

•Stakeholders will have opportunity to ask information requests and submit evidence on other 

approaches during regulatory proceeding before the Commission  

In other words, the AESO has decided that it will NOT consider, discuss nor contemplate any alternative 

tariff structure, or types transmission rates, that could apply to grid connected energy storage facilities. 

RMP wonders why the AESO is even asking for comments on its position regarding the appropriateness 

of the DTS rate for energy storage facilities because clearly the AESO has decided that it will apply a 

combination of the DTS and STS rates for energy storage facilities without any further discussion.  

RMP disagrees with the AESO’s decision to apply DTS and STDS rates to grid connected energy storage 

facilities without further consultation.  RMP recommends that the AESO engage in a true consultative 
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process regarding the appropriate rates for grid connected energy storage facilities.  The Collaborative 

Industry Dialogue and Issue Resolution (“CIDIR”) process that the AESO is part of would be a good 

forum for engaging in real consultation regarding the appropriate rates to be applied to energy storage 

facilities of all types. CODIR consultations could result in substantially reduced time and litigation 

expenses for the AESO, its ratepayers, storage proponents and all other industry stakeholders. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Temporal Power Ltd. (Temporal) is a member of The Alberta Storage Alliance (ASA). The ASA is an 

industry group aiming to educate stakeholders on the benefits that energy storage technology can bring 

to the Alberta electricity system. Our membership includes a variety of key stakeholders in the Alberta 

market including utilities, technology manufacturers, developers, independent power producers, 

engineering firms, etc. Temporal, alongside the ASA, is advocating a technology neutral approach to 

assessing the services offered by various energy assets; we believe smart regulations can unlock the 

growth of a new energy storage industry in the province while providing improved flexibility and resiliency 

to the electricity grid. Further information on the ASA and its initiatives can be found on its website 

(http://albertastoragealliance.com/) and in its recently released White Paper: Energy Storage – Unlocking 

the Value for Alberta’s Grid. 

 

Temporal is encouraged to see that the AESO is opening a dialogue on how to best manage the 

integration of energy storage assets in the Alberta market. However, Temporal believes changes to rate 

structures should be given further consideration before any final decision is made. Energy storage 

technologies perform fundamentally differently from traditional energy assets governed by current rate 

structures. Energy storage technologies are highly flexible assets, acting as both load and generation 

with unique operational characteristics that can serve to benefit the Alberta market.  

 

As a member of the ASA, Temporal will continue to work with the AESO and other stakeholders to 

identify services and applications where energy storage can offer benefits to Alberta’s electric grid. As 

part of this collaboration, we recommend conducting a technical review to determine what services 

(existing or new) are required to help maintain a reliable electric grid going forward. Part of this 

assessment should include a review of whether assets solely providing system stability services should 

be exempt from certain prohibitive tariffs. For example, a Standard Transmission Service rate for grid-

connected storage offering only Operating Reserves would avoid “double charging” such assets under 

existing regulations and tariffs. Other jurisdictions (CAISO, PJM, IESO, etc.) have introduced legislation 

to address the perceived “double counting conundrum” whereby storage facilities must pay retail rates for 

loading and generating, despite operating to provide reliability services to the grid. Temporal believes 

changes to the rate structure should be considered in order to ensure that energy storage technologies 

are being valued on their unique merits rather than being penalized for their fundamental operational 

differences relative to incumbent technologies. 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS REVISIONS 

2(a) The 2017 ISO tariff application will require changes to the ISO tariff’s terms and 

conditions to align with the Commission’s Decision 3473-D02-2015 (Compliance with 

Directions 5 through 8). These changes will have implications for system access, 

planning and forecasting and are part of AESO’s continuing process to improve and 

refine the connection process. This will work will defer to the Commission-initiated 

proceeding (Proceeding 20922) if the Proceeding 20922 starts before filing of the 2017 ISO 

tariff application. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

No Comment. 
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The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

The ASA recognizes the importance of system access, planning and forecasting and believes the 

inclusion of energy storage technologies will be crucial in this process. The ASA has released a White 

Paper outlining its recommendations for the Alberta electricity sector. A key recommendation was for the 

AESO to collaborate with the ASA in order to conduct a detailed technical review of energy storage 

technologies to determine what services (existing or new) are required to help maintain a reliable electric 

grid, and to understand the services and applications where energy storage can offer benefits to the 

Alberta grid. Ontario’s IESO recently released a technical report on energy storage, which focuses on the 

reliability needs of the local power system and the potential for energy storage technologies to address 

those needs, which we believe is worth referencing in this dialogue. 

The ASA believes energy storage technologies should be given due consideration as an alternative to 

incumbent technologies during system planning and forecasting efforts. We look forward to collaborating 

further with the AESO on this matter. 

Capital Power: 

Several aspects of the Commission’s Decision 3473-D02-2015 will have implications for the AESO’s 

2017 GTA and some elements of that Decision remain unresolved and part of the active AUC Proceeding 

#20922, as stated above by the AESO. Capital Power asks the AESO to confirm that its proposed 

approach to deal with these issues ahead of Proceeding 20922 is procedurally correct. 

The AESO’s response to the Commission’s directions in Decision 3473-D02-2015 has not been 

communicated to stakeholders. Capital Power requests that the AESO provide stakeholders with a 

preliminary list of its positions as they relate to the various topics outlined by the Commission in AUC 

Bulletin 2015-15 and elaborated in Section 6 of Decision 3473-D02-2015, and how the AESO plans to 

integrate these positions into its Tariff via changes to the terms and conditions. 

While issues related to the application of system project advancement costs to load remain unresolved, 

Capital Power submits that the Commission was clear in Decision 3473-D02-2015 that system project 

advancement costs should not be applied to generators. Section 6.7 of Decision 3473-D02-2015 provides 

the Commission’s views on this matter and paragraph 191 is particularly helpful in summarizing the 

Commission’s discussion. Paragraph 191 states that “the only recovery of non-radial transmission facility 

costs from generator market participants that can occur is in accordance with Section 29 of the 

Transmission Regulation,” and hence, “AESO tariff provisions designed to allocate the cost of advancing 

system transmission projects can only be applied to load market participants and not to generator market 

participants.” 

Capital Power asks the AESO to confirm whether or not it has accepted the Commission’s views on the 

application of advancement costs to generators and whether or not it plans to re-open this issue in the 

2017 GTA. Capital Power does not support re-opening the issue of applying system project advancement 

costs to generators in the 2017 GTA. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

Agree that the Commission needs to clarify its intent.  Difficult to start this work without clarification from 

the Commission on the desired outcome and process. 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

If Proceeding 20922 has not been initiated prior to filing the 2017 ISO tariff application, does the AESO 

propose to include amendments to the ISO tariff’s terms and conditions to align with Directions 5-8 of 

Decision 3473-D02-2015?  If yes, will the AESO consult on those proposed amendments prior to filing 

the 2017 tariff application? 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

[blank] 
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Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

Agreed. No need to address the same issue in multiple proceedings. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

NRStor recognizes the importance of system access, planning and forecasting and believes the inclusion 

of energy storage technologies will be crucial in this process. The ASA has released a White Paper 

outlining its recommendations for the Alberta electricity sector. A key recommendation was for the AESO 

to collaborate with the ASA in order to conduct a detailed technical review of energy storage technologies 

to determine what services (existing or new) are required to help maintain a reliable electric grid, and to 

understand the services and applications where energy storage can offer benefits to the Alberta grid. 

Ontario’s IESO recently released a technical report on energy storage, which focuses on the reliability 

needs of the local power system and the potential for energy storage technologies to address those 

needs, which we believe is worth referencing in this dialogue. 

NRStor believes energy storage technologies should be given due consideration as an alternative to 

incumbent technologies during system planning and forecasting efforts. We look forward to collaborating 

further with the AESO on this matter. 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

RMP recommends that the AESO include grid connected energy storage projects as alternatives to 

additional transmission capacity in its planning and forecasting processes. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Temporal recognizes the importance of system access, planning and forecasting and believes the 

inclusion of energy storage technologies will be crucial in this process. The ASA has released a White 

Paper outlining its recommendations for the Alberta electricity sector. A key recommendation was for the 

AESO to collaborate with the ASA in order to conduct a detailed technical review of energy storage 

technologies to determine what services (existing or new) are required to help maintain a reliable electric 

grid, and to understand the services and applications where energy storage can offer benefits to the 

Alberta grid. Ontario’s IESO recently released a technical report on energy storage, which focuses on the 

reliability needs of the local power system and the potential for energy storage technologies to address 

those needs, which we believe is worth referencing in this dialogue. 

 

Temporal believes energy storage technologies should be given due consideration as an alternative to 

incumbent technologies during system planning and forecasting efforts. We look forward to collaborating 

further with the AESO on this matter. 

2(b) Other changes to the ISO tariff’s terms and conditions will include: 

i. Updates to Section 10 – Generating Unit Owner’s Contribution (GUOC) to include GUOC 

rates; and 

ii. Changes to sections 4 and 5 to address revisions to align with Market Participant Choice 

(MPC) and Abbreviated Need Identification Document (ANID) programs; 

iii. Clarifications for energy storage; 

iv. Allow transmission-connected distribution service customer an opportunity to deal 
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directly with the transmission facility owner (TFO) directly for a connection project; and 

v. Updates to proformas (Appendix B) to reflect current AESO processes. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

No Comment 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

The ASA is supportive of the AESO’s efforts to clarify and clearly define energy storage technologies and 

include rule provisions for their participation in the wholesale energy and operating reserves markets. The 

lack of these rule provisions is currently an important barrier for energy storage (particularly with respect 

to the ancillary services markets), and revisions to the market rules should consider storage as another 

capable technology that can satisfy the appropriate technical requirements. We believe this rule 

development should be accelerated to allow for the inclusion of energy storage in the Alberta market. The 

ASA believes this is a starting point for the province to understand what services energy storage is 

capable of providing. The ASA would be pleased to engage with the AESO on building these definitions 

and providing any further information required. 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power supports inclusion of these topics and requests that updated GUOC rates and the rationale 

behind them be provided to stakeholders by the AESO as soon as practical in its 2017 GTA consultation 

Ed dePalezieux: 

Market Participant choice has not been successful in terms of customers choosing this option.  It may be 

time well spent to assess this option and how to make it more compelling as opposed to a simple 

alignment of sections 4 and 5.  Potentially greater tariff changes are required to make this program 

attractive. 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

EEC supports a review of Section 10 to include GUOC rates, and to ensure that any changes align with 

ISO Rule 505.2, if required.   

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

IPCAA is supportive of allowing transmission-connected distribution customers an opportunity to deal 

directly with TFOs for connection projects. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

NRStor is supportive of the AESO’s efforts to clarify and clearly define energy storage technologies and 

include rule provisions for their participation in the wholesale energy and operating reserves markets. The 

lack of these rule provisions is currently an important barrier for energy storage (particularly with respect 

to the ancillary services markets), and revisions to the market rules should consider storage as another 

capable technology that can satisfy the appropriate technical requirements. We believe this rule 

development should be accelerated to allow for the inclusion of energy storage in the Alberta market. The 

ASA believes this is a starting point for the province to understand what services energy storage is 

capable of providing. As a member of the ASA, NRStor would be pleased to engage with the AESO on 

building these definitions and providing any further information required. 
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Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

It would be very helpful to know what “clarifications” the AESO is planning on making to its tariff terms 

and conditions so that these “clarifications” can be discussed prior to the 2017 rate filing.  However, the 

AESO seems to have precluded ANY further discussion about energy storage rates. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Temporal is supportive of the AESO’s efforts to clarify and clearly define energy storage technologies and 

include rule provisions for their participation in the wholesale energy and operating reserves markets. The 

lack of these rule provisions is currently an important barrier for energy storage (particularly with respect 

to the ancillary services markets), and revisions to the market rules should consider storage as another 

capable technology that can satisfy the appropriate technical requirements. We believe this rule 

development should be accelerated to allow for the inclusion of energy storage in the Alberta market. The 

ASA believes this is a starting point for the province to understand what services energy storage is 

capable of providing. As a member of the ASA, Temporal would be pleased to engage with the AESO on 

building these definitions and providing any further information required. 

TOPICS ON THE HORIZON 

3(a) Other topics may be included in the 2017 ISO tariff application. The AESO is determining 

resources and timeline impacts for these items at this time: 

i. Section 11 – Ancillary Services review given fairly recent Commission decision on 

Transmission Constraint Management (TCM) and the length of time since this section was 

negotiated; 

ii. Rider A1 – Dow Chemical Canada Inc./Dow Hydrocarbons/ASU2 review given the 

“Forecast Benefit to ISO” year ends at 2021 as written currently; and 

iii. Climate Leadership Plan / Renewable Electricity Program impacts and tariff are not known 

at this time. Any tariff revisions required will be made once policy is finalized. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC supports reviewing Rider A1 in this proceeding as Dow Chemical Canada ULC is an ADC member.  

We offer to work collaboratively with the AESO to ensure clarity beyond 2021 is resolved in this 

application. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

The ASA believes the effects of the province’s Climate Leadership Plan / Renewable Electricity Program 

should be evaluated before finalizing the AESO’s decision on any related energy storage tariff. An influx 

of variable renewable energy generation may require additional flexibility to maintain system reliability. 

Energy storage technologies have been deployed and proven in other markets to meet critical reliability 

needs and defer or avoid major transmission/distribution system upgrades associated with the 

deployment of renewables. Energy storage can enable renewable generation and also stimulate further 

GHG emissions benefits to the province. There are four key areas where Alberta’s Electricity System will 

need solutions as additional renewable generation is built and coal generation is retired, where storage 

can provide significant value: 

1. Renewables integration; 

2. Price volatility; 

3. Supply adequacy; and 
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4. Grid reliability. 

We believe the AESO should consider how energy storage technologies can better enable the Climate 

Leadership Plan when considering the next steps for this consultation process. The ASA would like to 

see energy storage facilities included in a process to determine the lowest-cost and most efficient 

infrastructure alternatives going forward 

Capital Power: 

In regard to 3(a)(i), please confirm exactly what changes or revisions the AESO is considering to Section 

11 of the Tariff in light of the Commission decision on TCM. 

In regard to 3(a)(iii), Capital Power understands that potential tariff impacts related to the Alberta Climate 

Leadership Plan (“ACLP”) and the AESO’s Renewable Electricity Program (“REP”) are not known at this 

time and supports the AESO’s approach to consider such revisions once policy is finalized. Capital Power 

encourages the AESO to engage and consult with stakeholders in making these determinations once 

policy is finalized. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

[blank] 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

EEC supports a review of Section 11, specifically given the Transmission Constraint Management (TCM) 

decision, just to ensure there is no redundancy or overlap with the Tariff and the Rule. 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

• The AESO’s tariff should not be delayed by the REP. Revisions can be incorporated when the 

REP is formally launched. 

• Re: AS Review – the AESO’s list of what will be considered is fairly comprehensive. Some review 

is certainly warranted: technology neutrality, reducing minimum unit size requirements are likely 

easy changes and could (and should) be made quickly. Designing new AS products (perhaps to 

incorporate wind) will be a much larger project. Consider dividing the options into what can be 

achieved promptly and what will need a larger consultation process. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

NRStor believes the effects of the province’s Climate Leadership Plan / Renewable Electricity Program 

should be evaluated before finalizing the AESO’s decision on any related energy storage tariff. An influx 

of variable renewable energy generation may require additional flexibility to maintain system reliability. 

Energy storage technologies have been deployed and proven in other markets to meet critical reliability 

needs and defer or avoid major transmission/distribution system upgrades associated with the 

deployment of renewables. Energy storage can enable renewable generation and also stimulate further 

GHG emissions benefits to the province. There are four key areas where Alberta’s Electricity System will 

need solutions as additional renewable generation is built and coal generation is retired, where storage 

can provide significant value: 

1. Renewables integration; 

2. Price volatility; 

3. Supply adequacy; and 
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4. Grid reliability. 

We believe the AESO should consider how energy storage technologies can better enable the Climate 

Leadership Plan when considering the next steps for this consultation process. NRStor would like to see 

energy storage facilities included in a process to determine the lowest-cost and most efficient 

infrastructure alternatives going forward. 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

RMP suggests that the AESO immediately engage in industry consultation regarding the provision and 

use of ancillary services by energy storage projects.  RMP notes that storage projects can provide 

ancillary services while in both storage and generation modes and therefore can provide a much broader 

range of ancillary services than can a typical generation facility.  A 100MW generating and storage facility 

can provide a band of 200MW of ancillary services (+100MW in generation mode to -100MW when 

switched to storage mode) while a 100MW generation facility can provide only a band of 100MW of 

ancillary services.  Allowing energy storage facilities to apply its full band of ancillary services could free 

up some generation resources to do what they do best, generate electricity.  In addition, the AESO 

should consider the implementation of long term competitively determined contracts for the provision of 

ancillary services.  Ancillary services need not be procured on only a one day forward basis in order to be 

the least cost service for ratepayers. By entering in to long term AS purchase agreements, the AESO will 

enable more participants in the AS market thereby potentially leading to lower AS prices.  Long term 

contracts for AS services helps new project entrants by providing creditworthy backed revenue 

guarantees for project developers which allows them to finance a good portion of their facilities using debt 

rather having to rely on higher cost equity.  Competitively procured long term AS contracts may be just as 

competitive as day forward or “spot pricing”  AS purchase arrangements.  

RMP also suggests that the AESO consider potential impacts of the Climate Leadership Plan / 

Renewable Electricity Program before finalizing its decision on energy storage tariffs. The impacts of the 

Climate Plans on existing transmission and distribution infrastructure should be considered, particularly 

when a storage facility might be considered in lieu of reinforcements to existing transmission facilities. In 

addition, the AESO should consider the impact the Governments Climate Leadership Plan/Renewable 

Electricity Program will have for new infrastructure requirements to support the influx of variable 

renewable generation. Energy storage facilities should be included in a process to determine the least 

cost transmission infrastructure solutions for the future grid. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Temporal believes the effects of the province’s Climate Leadership Plan / Renewable Electricity Program 

should be evaluated before finalizing the AESO’s decision on any related energy storage tariff. An influx 

of variable renewable energy generation may require additional flexibility to maintain system reliability. 

Energy storage technologies have been deployed and proven in other markets to meet critical reliability 

needs and defer or avoid major transmission/distribution system upgrades associated with the 

deployment of renewables. Energy storage can enable renewable generation and also stimulate further 

GHG emissions benefits to the province. There are four key areas where Alberta’s Electricity System will 

need solutions as additional renewable generation is built and coal generation is retired, where storage 

can provide significant value:   

1. Renewables integration; 

2. Price volatility; 

3. Supply adequacy; and 

4. Grid reliability. 



 

AESO 2017 ISO Tariff Consultation Page 12 of 32 Confidentiality: Public 

Consolidated Stakeholder Comments  September 19, 2016 
 

We believe the AESO should consider how energy storage technologies can better enable the Climate 

Leadership Plan when considering the next steps for this consultation process. Temporal would like to 

see energy storage facilities included in a process to determine the lowest-cost and most efficient 

infrastructure alternatives going forward. 

ENERGY STORAGE 

4(a) Dispatch Modelling Study results and analysis: 

i. Dispatch modelling showed indirect correlation with system demand; 

ii. Rate DTS charges had a small impact on power flow; 

iii. Hourly load factor when charging averaged from less than 10% to more than 50%; and 

iv. Charging at rated capacity occurred for up to 6% of daytime hours. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

No comment. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

The ASA would like to commend the AESO for commissioning the Dispatch Modelling Study and 

engaging leading academic institutions in the space. This is an important first step in understanding how 

energy storage assets will be integrated into the electricity system. However, as a collaboration of 

industry participants, the ASA believes there is still significant uncertainty around the conclusions inferred 

from this research. We recommend further dialogue take place with the ASA and industry stakeholders, 

the AESO, the University of Calgary, and other interested stakeholders to better understand the 

underlying assumptions and conclusions being drawn from this research. The ASA believes that making 

impactful market decisions from a single commissioned study is not adequate to reach conclusions on 

such complex topics. 

A primary issue for consideration is that the researchers used a ‘perfect information model’ with 20/20 

hindsight of market conditions. While useful for drawing some indicative conclusions, this type of 

modeling does not accurately reflect how an energy storage facility would be operated on a day-to-day 

basis under real conditions. There are a number of operational (e.g. state of charge limitations, duty cycle 

considerations, etc.) and market considerations that specific owners may respond to differently. We 

recommend the AESO consider following up on this first phase of research to conduct a more detailed 

technical review and request further input from industry participants including the ASA. 

The ASA will continue to work with the AESO and other stakeholders to identify services and applications 

where energy storage can offer benefits to Alberta’s electric grid. As part of this collaboration, we 

recommend conducting a technical review to determine what services (existing or new) are required to 

help maintain a reliable electric grid going forward. Part of this assessment should include a review of 

whether assets solely providing system stability services should be exempt from certain prohibitive tariffs. 

For example, a Standard Transmission Service rate for grid-connected storage offering only Operating 

Reserves would avoid “double charging” such assets under existing regulations and tariffs. The ASA 

believes changes to the rate structure should be considered in order to ensure that energy storage 

technologies are being valued on their unique merits rather than being penalized for their fundamental 

operational differences relative to incumbent technologies. 

It is imperative that the AESO consider reviewing the stacked benefits or multiple value streams that 

storage can provide to all levels of the supply chain (from generation to consumption). The ASA’s 

recently released White Paper details the variety of benefits that storage can provide to the grid. There 

are four key areas where Alberta’s Electricity System will need solutions as additional renewable 

generation is built and coal generation is retired, where storage can provide significant value: 

1. Renewables integration; 

2. Price volatility; 
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3. Supply adequacy; and 

4. Grid reliability. 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power has no comments on the dispatch modeling results. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

[blank] 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

We have no specific comments on the modelling results, other than to note that if the primary use of the 

storage is commodity price arbitrage, past market conditions may not indicate future dispatch of storage 

facilities. 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

No comments. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

i. Dispatch modeling showed indirect correlation with system demand; 

Response: The analysis showed that storage devices both supply power to the grid and purchase power 

from the grid. Given that the modeled operation of storage was based on price arbitrage the results 

predictably indicate that storage will generally charge during off peak hours and discharge in on peak 

hours. It is unclear how the specific results are tied to the policy decision that energy purchases from a 

storage asset trigger DTS charges. The AESO did not appear to consider a charging pattern that would 

not trigger DTS charges, i.e. it appears as though the concept that power consumption from the grid 

equates to DTS charges was a foregone conclusion, especially given that the analysis illustrated very 

little consumption during peak periods. 

The dispatch modeling did not reflect the realistic operation of a storage device in the Alberta market for a 

number of reasons. First, and most importantly, temporal arbitrage in isolation is very unlikely to be the 

profit maximizing choice for storage facilities. Contingency reserves, regulating reserves, system services 

such as intertie restoration and potentially renewable integration services will provide market 

opportunities with dramatically different operating patterns. Second, the analysis presumes perfect 

knowledge and does not reflect the reality of operating in an uncertain environment. Third, the analysis 

does not reflect the reality that a storage operator will respond to whatever tariff signals are in place. The 

current uncertainty around system peak charges would result in a strong aversion to charging during on 

peak hours due to the risk of incurring system peak costs. 

The study also does not compare a storage asset’s operation with that of a peaking generation asset. 

The study strongly reinforced the conclusion that a storage asset will be motivated by energy market 

price signals to the extent it is engaging in price arbitrage. While other markets such as regulating 

reserves are likely to prove more attractive and would result in different operating patterns. 

NextEra requests that the AESO provide clarification on whether the storage load pattern study was 

provided to determine the applicability of DTS to storage charging hours. If yes, can the AESO also clarify 

what charging pattern would not have indicated DTS charges are appropriate? 

ii. Rate DTS charges had a small impact on power flow; 

Response: Even with the concerns raised above regarding the study, it illustrated a material economic 

inefficiency associated with DTS charges. Further, given the uncertainty associated with coincidental 

peak charges, a rational operator would respond to DTS charges by entirely avoiding charging during any 
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hours that approached peak demand, regardless of other economic drivers such as market price. 

According to the provincial transmission development policy
1
, the transmission tariff should not introduce 

distortions to the energy only market operation (see page 5). The University of Calgary paper utilized by 

the AESO suggests that energy market flows from storage devices are reduced by an average of over 

11% in each direction due to the tariff. This does not account for uncertainty combined with the fact that 

energy arbitrage is only a single element of the likely operation. 

It is also clear that the tariff treatment sets a strong preference for traditional generators to fill the role of 

peaking capacity. The analysis indicates profitability for storage assets is reduced by 16% on average via 

the tariff. The AESO did not provide evidence that traditional generation provides incremental system 

value that justifies this differential, and further did not value the benefit storage alone can add via 

temporal arbitrage (amongst other unique attributes). 

Clearly, in the instance of storage devices, the tariff introduces a distortion that reduces the overall 

efficiency of the market. Storage devices facilitate efficient market operations in a manner similar to both 

export capability and peaking generation combined, yet the AESO did not examine appropriate tariff 

treatment within this market context. 

The most egregious impact of the proposed DTS tariff for storage assets is that it places them at a 

significant disadvantage in the regulating reserve market when the NRC/AESO study
2
 suggests these 

assets are uniquely beneficial due to their rapid response times. Other markets have demonstrated the 

benefits energy storage can provide. PJM for example
3,4

 has added over 280 MW of grid-connected 

energy storage to their regulation market. PJM used to procure 1% of their peak and valley load (~900 

MW of Regulation on average per hour), but as a result of the changes to the performance based 

regulation market it has been reduced to 700 MW on peak and 525 MW off peak (664 MW on average) 

which is nearly a 30% drop. 

DTS, and in particular the coincident peak demand charge, would effectively become a large random cost 

faced by a storage device in the regulating reserve market. A storage device selling regulating reserves 

will logically operate both in a charge and discharge state, driven by AESO automated dispatches in 

response to variable system conditions. The AESO DTS proposal amounts to systematically discouraging 

participation from storage assets in the regulating reserve market, and in particular during on peak hours. 

In this regard, the proposal does not support market fairness and efficiency. 

It also must be noted that the AESO’s current initiative to develop technology neutral technical standards 

for system reserves will be moot if the transmission tariff precludes storage participation. 

1 (http://www.energy.alberta.ca/Electricity/pdfs/transmissionPolicy.pdf) 

2 Regulating Reserve Performance Assessment for the Alberta Electric System Operator, March 18, 

2016. National Research Council Canada. 

3 Regulation Performance Metrics, July 19, 2016, 2016. 

4 2010 ISO/RTO Metrics Report PJM Highlights, 

(http://www.ferc.gov/EventCalendar/Files/20110120100702-6-PJM-print.pdf) 

iii. Hourly load factor when charging averaged from less than 10% to more than 50%; 

The specific operating parameters found by the study are interesting but are flawed for the reasons 

previously outlined. Further, the AESO does not indicate to what extent these findings influenced its 

decision to implement DTS charges. To reiterate, it is not clear what charging pattern could have 

triggered a decision other than that DTS charges would be triggered by charging. 

iv. Charging at rated capacity occurred for up to 6% of daytime hours. 

See (iii.) 

NRStor Inc.: 

NRStor would like to commend the AESO for commissioning the Dispatch Modelling Study and engaging 

leading academic institutions in the space. This is an important first step in understanding how energy 
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storage assets will be integrated into the electricity system. However, as an industry participant, NRStor 

believes there is still significant uncertainty around the conclusions inferred from this research. We 

recommend further dialogue take place with the ASA and industry stakeholders, the AESO, the University 

of Calgary, and other interested stakeholders to better understand the underlying assumptions and 

conclusions being drawn from this research. NRStor believes that making impactful market decisions 

from a single commissioned study is not adequate to reach conclusions on such complex topics. 

A primary issue for consideration is that the researchers used a ‘perfect information model’ with 20/20 

hindsight of market conditions. While useful for drawing some indicative conclusions, this type of 

modeling does not accurately reflect how an energy storage facility would be operated on a day-to-day 

basis under real conditions. There are a number of operational (e.g. state of charge limitations, duty cycle 

considerations, etc.) and market considerations that specific owners may respond to differently. We 

recommend the AESO consider following up on this first phase of research to conduct a more detailed 

technical review and request further input from industry participants including NRStor and other members 

of the ASA. 

As a member of the ASA, NRStor will continue to work with the AESO and other stakeholders to identify 

services and applications where energy storage can offer benefits to Alberta’s electric grid. As part of this 

collaboration, we recommend conducting a technical review to determine what services (existing or new) 

are required to help maintain a reliable electric grid going forward. Part of this assessment should include 

a review of whether assets solely providing system stability services should be exempt from certain 

prohibitive tariffs. For example, a Standard Transmission Service rate for grid-connected storage offering 

only Operating Reserves would avoid “double charging” such assets under existing regulations and 

tariffs. NRStor believes changes to the rate structure should be considered in order to ensure that energy 

storage technologies are being valued on their unique merits rather than being penalized for their 

fundamental operational differences relative to incumbent technologies. 

It is imperative that the AESO consider reviewing the stacked benefits or multiple value streams that 

storage can provide to all levels of the supply chain (from generation to consumption). The ASA’s 

recently released White Paper details the variety of benefits that storage can provide to the grid. There 

are four key areas where Alberta’s Electricity System will need solutions as additional renewable 

generation is built and coal generation is retired, where storage can provide significant value: 

1. Renewables integration; 

2. Price volatility; 

3. Supply adequacy; and 

4. Grid reliability.  

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

It appears the AESO is using the results of the Dispatch Modeling study to justify their decision not to 

make any changes to its rate structures, particularly the DTS rate rather than consider the results as the 

basis for considering other rate structures. RMP believes that by doing so the AESO has missed or 

glossed over are a number of issues that might, if considered, affect the decision that the DTS rate 

should be applied to grid connected energy storage facilities.  

4(a) i. (Please refer to slide # 19 in the AESO’s July 7th presentation.) This slide purports to show that 

under the scenario of storage facility owners maximizing energy price arbitrage revenue, storage 

operators will more often store energy at their maximum storage rate when system demand is low 

(presumably because energy prices are low) and will more often generate at close to their maximum 

generating capacity when system demand is high (presumably because energy prices are high). Please 

note this slide does NOT show that energy service providers will never store at or near their peak storage 
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rate when demand is high. (Slide 4 seems to suggest that energy service providers will store at their peak 

rate about 1% of the time when system demand is at its highest rate.)  That means that about 1% of the 

time, the bulk system charge, by far the largest component of the DTS rate, will apply.  One might ask 

why this would happen.  The bulk system charge is calculated as $10,175/MW/Month multiplied by the 

maximum rate of energy taken off the system by the storage service operator during the 15 minute 

Coincident Metered Demand period in a given month. (An energy charge applies as well but for the ease 

of explanation, that component is ignored here.) Therefore, if a 100MW storage facility charges at its max 

rate (100MW) during a period of monthly coincident demand, it will be charged $1,017,500 for bulk 

system transmission charge in that month, plus all the other components of the DTS rate.  Again, why 

would a storage operator store during a coincident peak demand period?  This event could easily occur in 

a spring, summer or fall month when the 15 minute system peak demand in any of those months is far 

less than the highest peak demand incurred during the year because energy prices might still be quite 

low during that spring, summer or fall month high demand 15 minute period.  A storage operator looks at 

energy prices for signals as to whether it should store energy or discharge energy. Low prices during a 

“shoulder month” could occur because the total amount of generation available during that period did not 

go down even though average and peak demand in a shoulder month does fall. Therefore, a storage 

operator seeing low prices acts rationally and stores energy, but in a low demand month could be subject 

to the bulk system demand charge of in excess of $1,000,000. However, in a winter period it might 

happen that the storage operator stored at exactly the same rate at the same energy price but would 

NOT be subject to the bulk system demand charge.  Obviously the “stress” caused to the transmission 

system by the storage operator taking power off the system during the shoulder month is NOT the same 

as “stress” caused to the transmission system if the storage operator took energy off the system during 

the highest peak demand in the year, yet the storage operator will be charged as if it is the same. This 

seems counter intuitive particularly in light of the Alberta government’s renewable energy policy.  Might it 

not make sense for storage operators to take power off the system during periods of high monthly, but 

low compared to the annual AIL peak, demand periods in order to preserve some semblance of minimum 

prices for renewable energy generators. (There are a number of empirical and theoretical studies that 

show electricity prices will trend to zero for significant periods of time as more renewable generation is 

added to a marketplace.) It is very conceivable that an event of very low energy prices could be coupled 

with peak demand in a month and that the storage operator acting rationally, and to the benefit of all 

generators, could be faced with very large bulk transmission charges as a result.  This could occur even 

though the transmission system was well below its maximum transmission capacity, even taking into 

account ambient temperature line deratings. Strict application the DTS rate would result in higher 

transmission rates for storage operators at times when the transmission system is nowhere near peak 

demand.     

4(a) ii – (Please refer to slide #20).  This slide needs to be explained or eliminated. There is no 

explanation about how the DTS rate is applied in the Dispatch Modeling operating algorithm. A Dispatch 

algorithm might be as simple as - store power when prices are less than $20/MWH and discharge power 

when energy prices are greater than $100/MWH. If the comparable algorithm then becomes store when 

the energy price plus the DTS rate is less than $20/MWH and discharge when the energy price plus STS 

is greater than $100/MWH, then it might be possible to compare the two scenario’s. As it stands, the 

AESO seems to be using this slide as a justification for the AESO’s position regarding the DTS rate. 

However, without an explanation of what algorithms are being compared in slide 20 it is impossible to 

pass judgement on whether slide # 20 in fact shows what the AESO wants it to show. 

 RMP as a proponent for the ASISt compressed air energy storage facility has done similar analyses as 

that performed for the AESO. How the DTS rate is applied in the analysis is crucial to the end result.  

Since the bulk system charge may be incurred without the storage operator knowing until the end of a 

month, short term store and generation decisions, which are usually based only on incremental costs, 

would not be changed.  However, after the fact application of the bulk system charge would result in a 

100MW storage operator being in excess of $1,000,000 poorer at the end of the month.  Obviously, had 

the storage operator known or predicted that an additional $1,000,000 of transmission charges would be 
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incurred during a 15 minute store decision, that store decision would have been substantially altered. 

4(a) iii (Please refer to slide #21.) This slide should be deleted.  This slide purports to show that hourly 

store and discharge capacity factors are low.  The implication seems to be that because an hourly 

average capacity factor is low, the DTS rate charged to the energy storage operator will also be low.  

RMP has already demonstrated above that a storage operator might charge at its max rate for one hour 

during a low demand month and therefore incurs the bulk system charge in that month.  However, the 

storage operator may never charge during that hour again for the rest of the year therefore resulting in a 

very low average capacity factor for that hour, … even though it had incurred the bulk system charge in 

that low demand month when it had charged for one hour.  Simply put, this slide proves nothing related to 

the application of the DTS rate and should be eliminated. 

4(a) iv – (Please refer to slide # 22.) RMP does not understand the relevance of this slide in the context 

of the DTS rate discussion. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Temporal would like to commend the AESO for commissioning the Dispatch Modelling Study and 

engaging leading academic institutions in the space. This is an important first step in understanding how 

energy storage assets will be integrated into the electricity system. However, as an industry participant, 

Temporal believes there is still significant uncertainty around the conclusions inferred from this research. 

We recommend further dialogue take place with the ASA and industry stakeholders, the AESO, the 

University of Calgary, and other interested stakeholders to better understand the underlying assumptions 

and conclusions being drawn from this research. Temporal believes that making impactful market 

decisions from a single commissioned study is not adequate to reach conclusions on such complex 

topics.  

 

A primary issue for consideration is that the researchers used a ‘perfect information model’ with 20/20 

hindsight of market conditions. While useful for drawing some indicative conclusions, this type of 

modeling does not accurately reflect how an energy storage facility would be operated on a day-to-day 

basis under real conditions. There are a number of operational (e.g. state of charge limitations, duty cycle 

considerations, etc.) and market considerations that specific owners may respond to differently. We 

recommend the AESO consider following up on this first phase of research to conduct a more detailed 

technical review and request further input from industry participants including Temporal and other 

members of the ASA. 

 

As a member of the ASA, Temporal will continue to work with the AESO and other stakeholders to 

identify services and applications where energy storage can offer benefits to Alberta’s electric grid. As 

part of this collaboration, we recommend conducting a technical review to determine what services 

(existing or new) are required to help maintain a reliable electric grid going forward. Part of this 

assessment should include a review of whether assets solely providing system stability services should 

be exempt from certain prohibitive tariffs. For example, a Standard Transmission Service rate for grid-

connected storage offering only Operating Reserves would avoid “double charging” such assets under 

existing regulations and tariffs. Temporal believes changes to the rate structure should be considered in 

order to ensure that energy storage technologies are being valued on their unique merits rather than 

being penalized for their fundamental operational differences relative to incumbent technologies.  

 

It is imperative that the AESO consider reviewing the stacked benefits or multiple value streams that 

storage can provide to all levels of the supply chain (from generation to consumption). The ASA’s 

recently released White Paper details the variety of benefits that storage can provide to the grid. There 

are four key areas where Alberta’s Electricity System will need solutions as additional renewable 

generation is built and coal generation is retired, where storage can provide significant value:   
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1. Renewables integration; 

2. Price volatility; 

3. Supply adequacy; and 

4. Grid reliability. 

4(b) Cost causation considerations for energy storage are similar to those for load: 

i. If an energy storage facility charges during system peak, it could cause bulk system 

costs; 

ii. If an energy storage facility charges in any hour, it could cause regional system costs; 

iii. If an energy storage facility charges in any hour, it could cause point of delivery costs; 

iv. Load in the hour causes operating reserve charge costs in that hour; 

v. Load in the hour also causes transmission constraint rebalancing costs in that hour; 

vi. Variable nature of transmission must-run costs are appropriately recovered through a 

$/MWh energy charge; and 

vii. Fixed nature of other system support services costs are appropriately recovered through 

a $/MW demand charge. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC agrees. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

Again, the ASA would like to recognize the AESO’s efforts to study and understand the operations of and 

effects of energy storage facilities. However, we recommend further collaborative dialogue take place 

between regulators, academics and industry stakeholders to better understand the underlying 

assumptions and conclusions being drawn from this research. From the ASA’s perspective, we believe 

the research completed by University of Calgary in many ways supports the notion that modified rates for 

storage facilities are necessary. We believe the AESO should fully explore diverse perspectives on this 

research, in collaboration with all stakeholders, prior to finalizing any decisions on rate structures for 

energy storage facilities. 

The ASA also encourages the AESO to consider the many system-wide infrastructure benefits energy 

storage brings to the system. As Alberta’s grid evolves, Alberta will almost certainly require solutions in 

four key areas: renewables integration, managing price volatility, maintaining supply adequacy, and 

ensuring grid reliability. Energy storage can play an important role on the system by providing proven 

solutions to each of these challenges. 

Energy storage technologies can balance the grid by storing excess electricity and reinjecting it at a more 

optimal time. The successful deployment of energy storage in electricity systems around the world has 

demonstrated its ability to swiftly react to system needs, making storage a compelling solution for Alberta. 

The ASA is keen to work with the AESO to better identify how these benefits, and resulting cost savings, 

are passed through to ratepayers. 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power supports the AESO’s conclusions above that support the claim that cost causation 

considerations for energy storage are similar to those for load. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

[blank] 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 
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ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

EEC supports a review of the transmission cost implications of energy storage in the ISO tariff, primarily 

to ensure that the treatment of energy storage is consistent with FEOC. 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

Agreed. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

Cost causation on the power grid is not a function of the direction of flow. Both load and generation 

impose similar costs on the system – it is a policy decision that load faces the majority of overall 

transmission costs in Alberta. The AESO has not presented any evidence that a site that has power 

flowing in two directions creates materially different physical costs than a site from which power only 

flows outwards. Both require transmission capacity to reach end use customers and both can be subject 

to congestion depending on system configuration and power flows. Providing the incremental service of 

absorbing power for later use should not be viewed as a negative from the system perspective relative to 

a generator. 

The AESO tariff could easily recognize the inherent difference between storage assets and end use load. 

The AESO already recognizes a range of load types within its tariff structure (DTS, XOS, DOS and 

behind the fence) so there is a clear precedent that not all types of load are equivalent in terms of 

treatment. 

NextEra requests that the AESO consider cost causation and storage assets in the context of efficient 

energy market operations. Storage assets purchase power from the grid in support competitive outcomes 

and within the context of the Alberta transmission policy are not similar to end use customers. 

i. If an energy storage facility charges during system peak, it could cause bulk system costs; 

Response: Bulk system costs can be created by load or generation for any given hour depending on the 

system configuration at that time. It is a policy question as to whether charging storage assets DTS 

supports the development of an efficient system. In effect, does exposing storage assets to DTS costs 

and behavioral incentives support the market or are other signals such as the spot market price or 

regulating reserve signal the appropriate driver for storage assets? Further, given a reasonable must 

offer/bid- must comply rule for storage assets; they can be managed very differently than end use loads. 

It must also be recognized that the transmission tariff could incent storage assets to locate in areas that 

would minimize or even reduce overall transmission costs. This siting signal could easily be implemented 

through a energy storage tariff similar to STS System Contribution charge that incents efficient siting for 

generation but modified to recognize that storage has two-way capability. 

Storage assets have the potential to create material positive externalities for the market in terms of 

reduced regulating reserve costs, two-way flexibility to integrate renewables, high ramp rates, improved 

spot market function with temporal arbitrage, capability to manage congestion more cost effectively and 

generation capacity for peak load reliability. A barrier to entry for storage assets via tariff design is not in 

the interest of minimizing system costs and improving the efficiency of the market. 

ii. If an energy storage facility charges in any hour, it could cause regional system costs; 

See response (i). 

iii. If an energy storage facility charges in any hour, it could cause point of delivery costs; 

See response (i). 

iv. Load in the hour causes operating reserve charge costs in that hour; 

Response: It is not clear that this is a reasonable assumption. A tariff and operational construct that treats 

storage akin to behind the fence load is entirely appropriate. In this instance, the AESO would not be 

contractually obligated to serve storage as load in the event of a contingency. From a system perspective 

storage load that can be contractually curtailed can be treated the same as behind the fence load that 
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does not trigger reserve requirements. This will not create incremental reliability concerns and a tariff 

construct can be created that is consistent with WECC standards. 

v. Load in the hour also causes transmission constraint rebalancing costs in that hour; 

Response: Storage devices could easily be integrated into the existing constraint management 

framework. They could be subject to a must offer/bid - must comply rule that would allow them to be part 

of the current rebalancing protocol that utilizes the energy market merit order to rebalance the market. A 

must offer- must bid rule is a very reasonable constraint on storage that would not be reasonable or 

feasible for all end use customers. This is an important distinction that highlights the fact that storage 

devices are not similar to end use loads within the market framework and can in fact reduce transmission 

constraint rebalancing costs rather than cause them. 

As an example, without a storage asset in a potential supply constraint zone, the cost of managing the 

constraint is the cost of paying an out of merit generator to operate. In addition, there is an economic 

opportunity cost for the generator that did not get to operate, but the market does not price this cost. If a 

storage asset exists behind the constraint, it could have a bid to purchase electricity that would resolve or 

reduce the constraint. There would be no out of market payment from load (the storage asset would 

receive ‘discounted’ power from constrained generators). In this example, the cost of the constraint is 

lower for both generators and load. At worst, the storage asset has no impact on congestion costs in the 

event it does not have the capability to act as a load in a given event. 

Similarly, in the event the storage asset is downstream from the constraint it can do nothing but reduce 

the cost of the resolving the constraint if it has a must bid requirement. In effect, the constraint 

management framework could be to dispatch down load bids prior to dispatching out of merit generation. 

In this case again no out of market payment would be made to resolve the constraint, the storage device 

would not consume power and the cost of constraints would be reduced relative to the status quo. This is 

akin to opportunity service. 

vi. Variable nature of transmission must-run costs are appropriately recovered through a $/MWh energy 

charge; 

Response: Storage assets will not add to existing transmission must run costs if it is located in a 

reasonable manner. The AESO can utilize a similar framework to the Generator System Contribution 

Payment to incent appropriate location of storage assets. 

vii. Fixed nature of other system support services costs are appropriately recovered through a $/MW 

demand charge; 

Response: Presumably this statement is in respect of services such as black start service. This is again 

an unreasonable cost for a storage asset to bear in the same manner as an end use customer. A storage 

asset is in the same position as a generator in these conditions, i.e. there is no market in which to sell its 

product. A storage device will not add to these costs, and, in fact, may be helpful in restoration depending 

on its state of charge 

NRStor Inc.: 

Again, NRStor would like to recognize the AESO’s efforts to study and understand the operations of and 

effects of energy storage facilities. However, we recommend further collaborative dialogue take place 

between regulators, academics and industry stakeholders to better understand the underlying 

assumptions and conclusions being drawn from this research. NRStor believes the research completed 

by University of Calgary in many ways supports the notion that modified rates for storage facilities are 

necessary. We believe the AESO should fully explore diverse perspectives on this research, in 

collaboration with all stakeholders, prior to finalizing any decisions on rate structures for energy storage 

facilities. 

NRStor also encourages the AESO to consider the many system-wide infrastructure benefits energy 

storage brings to the system. As Alberta’s grid evolves, Alberta will almost certainly require solutions in 

four key areas: renewables integration, managing price volatility, maintaining supply adequacy, and 

ensuring grid reliability. Energy storage can play an important role on the system by providing proven 
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solutions to each of these challenges. Energy storage technologies can balance the grid by storing 

excess electricity and reinjecting it at a more optimal time. The successful deployment of energy storage 

in electricity systems around the world has demonstrated its ability to swiftly react to system needs, 

making storage a compelling solution for Alberta. As a member of the ASA, NRStor is keen to work with 

the AESO to better identify how these benefits, and resulting cost savings, are passed through to 

ratepayers. 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

RMP would like to note that the AESO’s cost causation analysis was an internally undertaken analysis.  

There was no discuss or consultation with energy storage stakeholders.  Please see RMP’s comments in 

to items 1(a) and 1(b).  Again, because of the lack of consultation RMP feels compelled to object in the 

strongest manner to what it perceives as the AESO attempt to justify a decision already taken without 

really considering the many differences and advantages grid connected storage offers to the transmission 

system.  

4(b) i – The AESO states - energy storage can cause bulk system costs during a system peak.  RMP 

suggests the AESO analysis is flawed.  In the storage dispatch analysis, did any store decisions EVER 

cause a new peak in system demand? The AESO’s Annual Market Statistics shows that the peak AIL in 

the winter of 2015 was 10,982MW and 10,520 in the summer of 2015. It is RMP’s understanding that 

transmission systems are built to serve the maximum demand, or peak load demand at any given point in 

time. The transmission system is not built to serve a lesser number than the highest peak load. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to ask - in the Dispatch Modeling and in the subsequent internal Cost 

Causation review, did the store decisions produced by the modeling process ever result in the peak AIL 

being increased by even 1MW in either the summer or the winter? In theory, of course, any time an 

individual or a company draws power off the grid there is a chance that it might increase the peak AIL 

and therefore cause bulk system costs.  In reality though, and RMP thought this was what the Dispatch 

Model study was designed to answer, did simulations ever cause an increase in the peak AIL?  A 

traditional customer has the right to add to overall system demand at any time.  A storage operator 

operating under a transmission opportunity service would never have the right to add to system demand 

peaks and therefore would never cause bulk system charge costs. 

4(b) ii – The AESO states storage operators could cause regional system costs.  Of course storage 

operators could cause regional system costs.  That is in part why the AESO requires, as part of its 

connection process, extensive power flow analyses.  Those power flow analyses are designed to 

determine if regional transmission systems need to be augmented to allow the storage operator to 

operate within a given region.  Simply because that is determined to hold true, does not lead necessarily 

to a decision to continue to apply the DTS rate unchanged.  There are a myriad of other factors and 

benefits that flow from storage facilities.  For example, in item 4 (b) vi the AESO argues that transmission 

must run balancing costs need to be applied in the DTS rate. Perhaps a storage facility can eliminate the 

transmission must run generation facility and reduce costs overall.  The AESO needs to start thinking 

about storage as a benefit and a cost to the system and should look at all aspects of its transmission 

rates in this context. 

4(b) iii The AESO states that storage facilities could cause point of delivery costs. Again, of course this is 

true. It is not clear, however, how the AESO would apply point of delivery interconnection charges as part 

of the DTS rate AND require the storage facility to provide for transmission costs that are incurred by the 

TFO to accept the generation or discharge side of the storage facility.  It is RMP`s understanding that if 

point of delivery costs are incurred by the TFO for a generating facility, then the generator pays those 

costs to the TFO and are rebated those costs over a 10 year period. However, if point of delivery or 

substation costs are already included in the DTS calculation, why would the generation or discharge side 



 

AESO 2017 ISO Tariff Consultation Page 22 of 32 Confidentiality: Public 

Consolidated Stakeholder Comments  September 19, 2016 
 

of the storage facility have to provide for any substation costs.  It is NOT clear what the AESO intends.  In 

addition, the AESI has suggested that a storage operator can reduce its DTS charges by reducing its 

storage rate to half the rate the discharge rate.  Under the AESO’s construct, a 100MW storage facility 

would be made up of 100MW of discharge or generation capacity and 50MW of storage capacity. 

However, if this were to occur how does one calculate the costs that would be chargeable to the 

discharge side of the facility and therefore payable to the TFO, and what costs should be included in the 

DTS point of delivery charge?  

4(b) iv, v, vi, and vii - Similar comments apply to the remaining components of the DTS rate.  At the risk 

of repetition, the AESO should have consulted with stakeholders before making its decision to retain the 

DTS rate.  The AESO needs to look at storage at more than just a cost to the system.  It can also supply 

substantial benefits and those also need to be taken into account when trying to determine the best rate 

to be applied for grid connected storage facilities. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Again, Temporal would like to recognize the AESO’s efforts to study and understand the operations of 

and effects of energy storage facilities. However, we recommend further collaborative dialogue take place 

between regulators, academics and industry stakeholders to better understand the underlying 

assumptions and conclusions being drawn from this research. Temporal believes the research completed 

by University of Calgary in many ways supports the notion that modified rates for storage facilities are 

necessary. We believe the AESO should fully explore diverse perspectives on this research, in 

collaboration with all stakeholders, prior to finalizing any decisions on rate structures for energy storage 

facilities. 

 

Temporal also encourages the AESO to consider the many system-wide infrastructure benefits energy 

storage brings to the system. As Alberta’s grid evolves, Alberta will almost certainly require solutions in 

four key areas: renewables integration, managing price volatility, maintaining supply adequacy, and 

ensuring grid reliability. Energy storage can play an important role on the system by providing proven 

solutions to each of these challenges. Energy storage technologies can balance the grid by storing 

excess electricity and reinjecting it at a more optimal time. The successful deployment of energy storage 

in electricity systems around the world has demonstrated its ability to swiftly react to system needs, 

making storage a compelling solution for Alberta. As a member of the ASA, Temporal is keen to work 

with the AESO to better identify how these benefits, and resulting cost savings, are passed through to 

ratepayers. 

4(c) Cost causation review suggests Rate DTS appropriately applies to energy storage: 

i. Rate DTS would apply only in hours in which an energy storage facility is charging and 

Rate STS would apply in hours in which the facility is discharging; 

ii. Many of the components of Rate DTS can be avoided or reduced by the energy storage 

participant; and 

iii. The Commission has previously found the combination of Rates DTS and STS to be 

appropriate for sites that include load and generation. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC agrees that the DTS tariff should apply to all participants with DTS service.  The tariff offers 

significant opportunities to reduce costs through management of load. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

The ASA believes the DTS and STS rates in their current form do not reflect the true benefits and costs 

that storage facilities add to the system and can be prohibitive for private sector players looking to deploy 

energy storage. The University of Calgary research shows that the DTS/STS rates effectively double 

charge and dis-incentivize storage. The ASA is seeking to engage with the AESO to develop a tariff that 



 

AESO 2017 ISO Tariff Consultation Page 23 of 32 Confidentiality: Public 

Consolidated Stakeholder Comments  September 19, 2016 
 

accurately considers both the benefits and costs energy storage can bring to the system. The ASA looks 

forward to the opportunity to continue this dialogue with the AESO. 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power agrees with the AESO that its review supports the proposal that Rate DTS would apply to 

an energy storage facility when charging and that Rate STS would apply in hours in which it is 

discharging. Capital Power believes that the AESO has demonstrated from a tariff perspective that 

energy storage facilities should be treated similarly to dual-use customers and that the proposal in 4(c)(i) 

is the appropriate tariff treatment for energy storage. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

[blank] 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

[blank] 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

See 4(d) below. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

Response: As noted in previous comments, rate DTS is not appropriate for a storage asset for a range of 

reasons. Cost causation is not similar to end use load customers for the reasons outlined. It is important 

to recognize that storage load is not responding to the same signals as an industrial site with both load 

and generation, nor does it create the same requirements for transmission infrastructure or system 

services. In fact, an appropriately designed storage tariff will result in lower overall system costs and can 

potentially reduce total infrastructure requirements. The combination of STS and DTS charges for a 

storage asset creates an entry barrier, distorts appropriate spot market responses in the event they are 

developed, and materially disadvantages storage in the regulating reserve market, despite evidence 

these assets are uniquely suited for regulating service. 

An appropriate storage tariff must move beyond the simple position that energy consumption by definition 

creates DTS charges and move towards a tariff model that recognizes the function of storage within the 

overall policy framework. 

NRStor Inc.: 

NRStor believes the DTS and STS rates in their current form do not reflect the true benefits and costs 

that storage facilities add to the system and can be prohibitive for private sector players looking to deploy 

energy storage. The University of Calgary research shows that the DTS/STS rates effectively double 

charge and dis-incentivize storage. As a member of the ASA, NRStor is seeking to engage with the 

AESO to develop a tariff that accurately considers both the benefits and costs energy storage can bring 

to the system. NRStor and the ASA look forward to the opportunity to continue this dialogue with the 

AESO. 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

RMP respectfully disagrees with Items 4 (c) i and ii for all of the reasons provided in the preceding 
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sections.   

 4(c) iii. Simply because the AUC has previously found the combination of Rates DTS and STS to be 

appropriate for sites that include load and generation does not mean that it will do so again, … or has the 

AESO already discussed this issue with the AUC and been told that the status quo will prevail?  It is 

RMP’s belief that well founded arguments in favor of Energy Storage Opportunity Service Rates, 

particularly in light of the changing power generation and transmission system world, could very well be 

approved by the AUC.  However, without any further discussion the AESO has decided to march forward 

with no change to its rates forcing energy storage proponents to fight this issue out through a lengthy and 

costly litigious process. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Temporal believes the DTS and STS rates in their current form do not reflect the true benefits and costs 

that storage facilities add to the system and can be prohibitive for private sector players looking to deploy 

energy storage. The University of Calgary research shows that the DTS/STS rates effectively double 

charge and dis-incentivize storage. As a member of the ASA, Temporal is seeking to engage with the 

AESO to develop a tariff that accurately considers both the benefits and costs energy storage can bring 

to the system. Temporal and the ASA look forward to the opportunity to continue this dialogue with the 

AESO. 

4(d) Rate DTS charges for a 20 MW storage service could be reasonably reduced compared to 

a 20 MW load-only service by the energy storage facility: 

i. avoiding system peak; 

ii. owning its own substation; 

iii. contracting for both DTS and STS; and 

iv. limiting charging rate to 50% of the discharging rate. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC supports the DTS tariff structure.  It has been tested before the AUC and has been demonstrated to 

reflect cost causation principles. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

As an industry consortium, the ASA believes that DTS and STS rates in their current form can be 

prohibitive to the deployment of energy storage facilities. We believe there are challenges with the 

assumptions used in 4d. Forecasting system peak can be extremely difficult and reducing the charging 

rate by half may not make sense in many scenarios for asset owners; this would need to be evaluated on 

a project specific basis. We recommend the AESO explore these items further and conduct additional 

consultations with industry and academic stakeholders to more thoroughly explore the impacts of the 

rates on storage facilities from all perspectives. The ASA is seeking to develop a tariff that accurately 

reflects energy storage technologies’ benefits and values them on their unique merits rather than being 

penalized for their fundamental operational differences relative to incumbent technologies. 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power agrees with the AESO that many of the components of Rate DTS may be avoided or 

reasonably reduced by an energy storage participant. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

[blank] 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 
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ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

We would like to investigate further whether these results hold true at smaller facilities and if the same 

opportunities exist.  As a note, we hope that the operation of the storage system would be at the 

discretion of the owner and that the tariff wouldn't limit charge or discharge rates, but rather allow the 

storage owner to operate in the manner they feel appropriate. 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

 IPCAA will be interested to hear the perspective of energy storage proponents on this proposal. 

 The AESO should be working to ensure that its tariff structure does not discourage energy 

storage.  

 Consumers can see significant benefits associated with the use of energy storage. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

Response: It is not reasonable that the introduction of a tariff that distorts rational energy market behavior 

for the sole purpose of avoiding said tariff is a logical outcome from a system perspective. 

Further, to the extent that these set of statements are true for a storage asset participating entirely in 

temporal arbitrage, it is not reasonable to assume that a storage asset selling regulating reserves or 

potential services associated with increased renewable penetration will be afforded the same opportunity. 

In addition, avoiding the tariff reduces the energy market value of a storage asset from both a system 

perspective and a profitability perspective. This has the sole impact of making these assets more 

expensive, and the AESO has not demonstrated a corresponding system benefit. 

It is concerning that the AESO suggests a storage asset should limit its charging rate solely as a means 

to reduce tariff charges. This is clearly an inefficient outcome for the system, as presumably the storage 

device would be responding to market signals to charge at a greater rate. If the system can 

accommodate the more rapid rate, and the storage device has the capability to charge at the more rapid 

rate, it is clearly a poor outcome if tariff design prevents a rational market response. 

On the flip side, the AESO has not considered the benefits storage assets create for the system and 

placed them in the context of generation assets. In particular, the analysis provided by the University of 

Calgary
5
 illustrates that storage assets can arbitrage prices across time and act as peak capacity. The 

NRC analysis
6
 illustrates storage assets can improve system performance due to their flexibility. Storage 

assets could also be used to help integrate renewables, compete with other resource types to supply 

peak capacity, reduce congestion and generally support the market by bringing a new type of competitor 

to the system. The AESO is undertaking initiatives in other areas such as the technical standards for 

reserve providers in an effort to reduce barriers to non-traditional technologies yet the proposed tariff 

design for storage assets does not recognize this goal. 

Overall, the proposed tariff increases the hurdle for storage assets to participate in the market, and it is 

not clear that the analysis to support the imposition of the DTS tariff extended beyond the concept that 

power purchased from the grid triggers DTS charges by definition. End use customers are best served by 

efficient investment signals that do not discriminate between technologies. 
5
 Modeling Dispatch Operations of Energy Storage Facilities in the Alberta Wholesale Market, May 2016. 

6
 Regulating Reserve Performance Assessment for the Alberta Electric System Operator, March 18, 

2016. National Research Council Canada. 

NRStor Inc.: 

As an industry participant, NRStor believes that DTS and STS rates in their current form can be 

prohibitive to the deployment of energy storage facilities. We believe there are challenges with the 

assumptions used in 4d. Forecasting system peak can be extremely difficult and reducing the charging 

rate by half may not make sense in many scenarios for asset owners; this would need to be evaluated on 

a project specific basis. We recommend the AESO explore these items further and conduct additional 
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consultations with industry and academic stakeholders to more thoroughly explore the impacts of the 

rates on storage facilities from all perspectives. NRStor is advocating the development of a tariff that 

accurately reflects energy storage technologies’ benefits, and values them on their unique merits rather 

than being penalized for their fundamental operational differences relative to incumbent technologies. 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

4(d) i – please see earlier RMP arguments about avoiding system, peak.  It is RMP’s understanding that 

system peaks are determined monthly.  Under the AESO’s strict application of the DTS rate it appears 

that each storage operator would have to forecast when a monthly system peak might occur in order to 

reduce the DTS rate to an economically acceptable level. As noted before, storage operators tend to 

focus on energy prices and incremental transmission costs when making store and discharge decisions.   

As a result, would it not make more sense to design ESOS rates and have the AESO control those 

periods storage operators cannot store energy? 

4(d) ii – please earlier comments about point of delivery cost complexities associated with the application 

of both the DTS and STS rates. 

4(d) iii – RMP disagrees.  RMP strongly believes ESOS rates should be designed and applied for by the 

AESO.  RMP also believes that the ESOS Rate should be no greater than the EOS rate. 

4(d) iv – Please see earlier comments about this issue.  This seems like an artificial construct that allows 

the AESO to demonstrate that a storage operators transmission costs are not too high.  Does the AESO 

also suggest that other entities that take power off the grid limit their offtake to half of what they might 

desire?  RMP as a storage project proponent had actually determined some time ago that it could reduce 

its transmission costs by reducing the rate at which it stores energy. While we thank the AESO for its 

insight, we fail to understand why it should be necessary to have to do so all the time.  Do energy 

exporters have to reduce the amount of energy that they wish to draw into the neighbouring jurisdictions 

by 50%?  If not, why should storage operators have to do so?  Admittedly, EOS users are limited to the 

amount of capacity that is available to export power.  RMP does not have a problem with this concept 

commonly called in Alberta Opportunity Service.  RMP`s problem is understanding why the AESO is 

unwilling to even entertain the same concept for grid connected storage facilities. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

As an industry participant, Temporal believes that DTS and STS rates in their current form can be 

prohibitive to the deployment of energy storage facilities. We believe there are challenges with the 

assumptions used in 4d. Forecasting system peak can be extremely difficult and reducing the charging 

rate by half may not make sense in many scenarios for asset owners; this would need to be evaluated on 

a project specific basis. We recommend the AESO explore these items further and conduct additional 

consultations with industry and academic stakeholders to more thoroughly explore the impacts of the 

rates on storage facilities from all perspectives. Temporal is advocating the development of a tariff that 

accurately reflects energy storage technologies’ benefits, and values them on their unique merits rather 

than being penalized for their fundamental operational differences relative to incumbent technologies. 

Rider C / Deferral Account Reconciliation Process Update 

5(a) In prior work, the AESO identified, and consulted with stakeholders, that regular tariff 

update applications should reduce the magnitude of Rider C. The AESO plans to file an 

upcoming 2017 tariff update application in Q3 2016. The 2017 tariff update application will 

include an update of rate and investment levels to reflect 2017 costs and proposed to be 

effective January 1, 2017 
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Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC supports timely tariff updates to minimize the revenue collected through Rider C. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

[blank] 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power supports the AESO’s approach for the purpose of mitigating Rider C amounts. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

If the TRIP model was up to date Customers would already anticipate the level of rate impact for 2017.  

Please comment on the AESO’s use of the TRIP model in signaling future rates to its customers. 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

[blank] 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

IPCAA supports regular tariff updates that reduce the magnitude of Rider C. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

[blank] 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

No comment. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

[blank] 

5(b) Further work is required to investigate other Rider C structure impacts. This work is 

ongoing until the end of 2016 and will review the impact of early tariff updates, seasonal 

effects, converting Rider C to a percentage basis as well as review the possibility of 

eliminating quarterly Rider C and possibility of moving to prospective Rider C. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC has historically paid millions of extra costs due to the structure of Rider C only to have the dollars 

returned through the deferral account process much later.  ADC supports all efforts to have Rider C 

changed from an energy charge to something that better reflects the tariff structure. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

[blank] 
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Capital Power: 

Capital Power looks forward to reviewing the results of the AESO’s investigation and will use these 

results to determine its level of participation in working groups, etc. related to the issue going forward. 

Capital Power requests that the AESO hold a stakeholder session to review the results of its 

investigation. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

[blank] 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”: 

[blank] 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

If the AESO is planning a working group to investigate Rider C structure impacts, IPCAA would 

participate. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

[blank] 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

No comment. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

[blank] 

5(c) Incorporation of primary service credit (Rate PSC) amounts in deferral account 

reconciliation and allocation methodology has been questioned in the 2015 deferral 

account reconciliation proceeding. AESO is reviewing whether modifications of Rider C or 

deferral account reconciliation methodology are needed to clarify treatment of Rate PSC 

amounts. 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC supports that having the tariff collect the right costs with minimal deferral amounts will satisfy all 

customer concerns regarding deferral account treatment. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

[blank] 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power has no comments on 5(c) at this time and will await the results of the AESO’s review. 

  



 

AESO 2017 ISO Tariff Consultation Page 29 of 32 Confidentiality: Public 

Consolidated Stakeholder Comments  September 19, 2016 
 

Ed dePalezieux: 

[blank] 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

[blank] 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

IPCAA would appreciate seeing the AESO’s analysis on this. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

[blank] 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

No comment. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

[blank] 

2017 ISO Tariff Application Consultation Process Plan 

6(a) AESO is proposing the following steps for consultation on the 2017 ISO tariff application: 

i. Consultation on scope; 

ii. Specific topic consultation to begin in September to address transmission cost 

causation study results, POD cost function database results, Sections 4, 5, 8 and 9 of 

terms and conditions, Rider C/DAR process and CIP standards generator cost 

recovery; and 

iii. Application preview (early 2017). 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

ADC appreciates the opportunity to participate in further stakeholder consultation. 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

The ASA commends the AESO’s willingness and leadership in engaging stakeholders in this process. 

Subsequently, the ASA strongly recommends that the AESO engage in further collaborative dialogue 

between regulators, academics and industry stakeholders to better understand the underlying 

assumptions and conclusions being drawn from research conducted on energy storage facilities. The 

ASA welcomes all opportunities to work with the AESO and engage in constructive dialogue on this topic. 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power encourages the AESO to hold meetings and technical sessions whenever practical to 

introduce changes, proposals, or technical results. These types of sessions are helpful to stakeholders 
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and allow them to better understand the context and reasoning behind various updates and changes. 

Capital Power reiterates its comments above regarding the value of an updated TRIP model and 

encourages the AESO to make this part of its 2017 GTA Consultation Process Plan. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

Can the AESO please comment on the form of consultation?  In past AESO tariff process, on key items, 

the AESO has formed stakeholder teams that assess and discuss each item in detail. This type of 

consultation has been very helpful in minimizing the formal regulatory process.  Is the AESO forming 

these types of teams?  If so, when will this process start and which topics will form part of this 

consultation? 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

[blank] 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

 Regulatory lag is a problem for consumers. IPCAA encourages the AESO to attempt to minimize 

this. 

 Consumers are waiting for the AESO to publish an updated TRIP model. While this is not 

necessarily required as a part of the tariff filing, we have not seen an update since June 2014. 

Consumers need to understand the impacts to their bills. 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

NRStor commends the AESO’s willingness and leadership in engaging stakeholders in this process. 

Subsequently, NRStor strongly recommends that the AESO engage in further collaborative dialogue 

between regulators, academics and industry stakeholders including the ASA to better understand the 

underlying assumptions and conclusions being drawn from research conducted on energy storage 

facilities. NRStor and the ASA welcome all opportunities to work with the AESO and engage in 

constructive dialogue on this topic. 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

[Letter submitted by RES. Letter content included in “Other Comments” at the end of the consolidated 

stakeholder comments] 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

RMP recommends that the AESO include an opportunity for consultation for the development of 

alternative transmission rates that may apply to energy storage service operators. The AESO`s dismissal 

of any further consultative opportunities for this issue appear high handed, arbitrary, and deliberately 

confrontational. 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

Temporal commends the AESO’s willingness and leadership in engaging stakeholders in this process. 

Subsequently, Temporal strongly recommends that the AESO engage in further collaborative dialogue 

between regulators, academics and industry stakeholders including the ASA to better understand the 

underlying assumptions and conclusions being drawn from research conducted on energy storage 

facilities.  Temporal and the ASA welcome all opportunities to work with the AESO and engage in 
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constructive dialogue on this topic. 

Additional Comments 

Alberta Direct Connect Consumers Association (“ADC”): 

[blank] 

The Alberta Storage Alliance (“ASA”): 

[blank] 

Capital Power: 

Capital Power has no additional comments at this time. 

Ed dePalezieux: 

The TRIP model has not seen an update in years, however the assumptions underlying the model have 

dramatically changed.  Customers rely upon this model in making assessments and building longer-term 

budgets.  It is very important that the AESO make updating and publishing the results of the TRIP model 

a priority.  It is disappointing that the AESO was close to publishing these results in as early as March 

2016 and then decided to withdraw this work.  Please clarify if the AESO views this model as important, 

and if so, specify a date that it will publish this analysis. 

EPCOR Distribution & Transmission Inc. (“EDTI”): 

[blank] 

ENMAX Corporation (“EEC”): 

[blank] 

Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (“IPCAA”): 

[blank] 

NextEra Energy Canada: 

[blank] 

NRStor Inc.: 

[blank] 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (“RES”): 

Renewable Energy Systems Canada Inc. (RES) is a member of the Alberta Storage Alliance (ASA). The 

ASA is an industry group aiming to educate stakeholders on the benefits that energy storage technology 

can bring to the Alberta electricity system. Our membership includes a variety of key stakeholders in the 

Alberta market including utilities, technology manufacturers, developers, independent power producers, 

engineering firms, etc. RES, alongside the ASA, is advocating a technology neutral approach to 

assessing the services offered by various energy assets; we believe smart regulations can unlock the 

growth of a new energy storage industry in the province while providing improved flexibility and resiliency 

to the electricity grid. Further information on the ASA and its initiatives can be found on its website 

(http://albertastoragealliance.com/) and in its recently released White Paper: Energy Storage – Unlocking 

the Value for Alberta’s Grid. 

RES is encouraged to see that the AESO is opening a dialogue on how to best manage the integration of 

energy storage assets in the Alberta market. However, RES believes changes to rate structures should 

be given further consideration before any final decision is made. Energy storage technologies perform 

fundamentally differently from traditional energy assets governed by current rate structures. Energy 

storage technologies are highly flexible assets, acting as both load and generation with unique 
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operational characteristics that can serve to benefit the Alberta market. 

Please note that RES supports the submission made by the ASA to this consultation and we look forward 

to a continuing dialogue. 

Rocky Mountain Power (2006) Inc. (“RMP”): 

[blank] 

Temporal Power Ltd.: 

[blank] 

 

 


