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The AESO invites stakeholders to provide comments on the final Comprehensive Market Design (CMD Final). All feedback (whether it be general or specific in nature) will assist in the development of the suite of ISO rules for the 

implementation of the capacity market.  With respect to comments provided in relation to the “Specific Feedback Questions”, please note that your responses will also help to inform future consultation activities, including the topics to be 

discussed during upcoming stakeholder sessions expected to be planned for the end of July/early August. 

Please review the instructions below and submit your feedback to capacitymarket@aeso.ca no later than 3:00 p.m. on Friday, July 20, 2018. 

The AESO will post all feedback “as received” on www.aeso.ca  by Wednesday, July 25, 2018. Please note that the names of the parties submitting each completed comment matrix will be included in this posting. Please also note that the 

AESO will not be responding to individual submissions.   

Instructions 

• Stakeholders are requested to provide all feedback on CMD Final within this matrix.  

- if it is believed necessary to submit additional supporting documentation, please clearly indicate which section of CMD Final or topic your document refers to. No handwritten comments will be accepted.  

 

 Please input your name and the organization you are representing in the comment boxes provided below each CMD Final section. Your contact information is requested in each section for ease of sorting and compiling feedback from all 
stakeholders. 

- Press Shift + Return to enter paragraph breaks within a comment box. 

- Comment boxes will automatically expand if additional room for feedback is required.  

 

If you have any questions about this comment matrix, please email capacitymarket@aeso.ca 

 

 

 

 

mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
http://www.aeso.ca/
mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
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CMD Final Glossary  

1) Which, if any, of the defined terms in the glossary do you find vague, confusing, or unnecessary? Please identify each defined term and explain how it may be improved. 

No comments at this time.  

2) What gaps or disconnects may exist as between the glossary and the sections of CMD Final? Please identify any relevant terms, definitions, and/or specific content in CMD Final.  

No comments at this time.  

3) Which, if any, of the definitions in the glossary contradict the AESO’s current Consolidated Authoritative Document Glossary? Please identify each term and corresponding definition, and describe the concern. 

No comments at this time.  

4) Which terms, if any, do you believe are missing from the glossary? Please provide each term that is missing and suggest an appropriate definition. 

No comments at this time.  

5) Do you have any other feedback specific to the glossary that you would like to provide? 

No comments at this time.  

 

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  
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CMD Final Section 2:  Supply Participation  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

ATCO has outstanding questions and concerns related to the refurbishment requirements and temporary delisting that require resolution before this section will meet the desired end state and criteria.  

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

See comments below. 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

See comments below. 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

See comments below. 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

The AESO is also specifically requesting feedback on the following question(s): 

1) Is the description of the required thresholds to be classified as a refurbished asset clear?  What additional considerations or further detail may be required, regarding the determination of these thresholds? 

ATCO believes that the AESO should provide more information about how the investment level thresholds for refurbished assets were determined. The rationale document states that the thresholds are based on a “volumetric and cost 

analysis of recent or proposed refurbishments in Canada,” resulting in annualized costs of $45/kW-year or a capital cost of $200/kW, assuming a capital life of at least five years. ATCO does not believe these costs are reflective of 

investments required in Alberta for coal-to-gas conversions. ATCO believes creating an artificially high cost threshold for eligibility for treatment as a refurbished resource may distort generator decision making and could dissuade coal-

to-gas conversions since they cannot offer at a competitive level reflective of investment costs. ATCO submits that the AESO should define refurbishments as including any coal-to-gas conversions, as these investments represent 

significant changes to the assets that prolong operating life and add value to the Alberta electricity system.  

ATCO also believes further detail is required regarding which costs are eligible to be considered retrofit capital. For example, if a coal-to-gas conversion requires the addition or expansion of a natural gas pipeline, is this an eligible 

cost? If there are multiple units on the site and conversions are staggered, how should shared costs (e.g. pipelines) be allocated between the units? 

2) Is the description of the mechanics of making refurbishment offers and the associated market clearing mechanism clear? If not, please explain. 

ATCO believes the description of the mechanics of making and clearing refurbishment offers is clear.  

3) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the conditions under which temporarily delisted assets can return to service during an obligation period? 

Section 2.3.8 states the AESO will “allow temporarily delisted capacity assets to delay the start of the outage or return to the energy market before the end of an outage term.” This currently reads as an option for a generator. Can the 

AESO also force units back from a temporary delist? What will the lead time be? How will the compensation be calculated? Will the AESO also allow units to return to service if market conditions change significantly and the unit 

becomes economic earlier than was previously considered? ATCO believes that answers to these questions should be articulated in the rules.  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

No additional comments at this time. 

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 2:  Supply Participation  
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CMD Final Section 3:  Calculation of UCAP  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

ATCO has remaining concerns about the calculation of UCAP, as articulated below. If these concerns remain unaddressed, ATCO believes that the desired end state and criteria may not be met, especially with respect to stability of 

the capacity market and maintaining supply adequacy at the lowest cost for consumers.  

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

See comments below. 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

See comments below. 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

See comments below. 

 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

1) Is the regression-based approach to determining UCAP for gross dispatched self-suppliers clear?  What additional considerations or further detail may be required, to sufficiently describe this approach? 

Will the regression-based approach be used for all gross dispatched self-suppliers, even those that met the previous threshold of a correlation coefficient above 80%?  

The regression-based approach seems to be sufficiently described, however the UCAP range calculation for a gross dispatched self-supplier would benefit from clarification. It is ATCO’s understanding that removing 5% of best/worst 

performing hours from the tightest supply cushion hours would impact both the linear regression and the capacity asset’s gross to grid UCAP (denoted UCAPAF gross). Said another way, the AESO will run a base case regression and 

base case UCAPAF gross, then the AESO will remove the worst performing 5% of hours from the analysis and rerun the regression and UCAPAF gross, and lastly repeating the process by removing the best performing 5% of hours from the 

analysis and rerunning the regression and UCAPAF gross. This means for a single gross dispatched self-supplier to gain a UCAP range, three separate regressions and three separate UCAPAF gross will be performed and combined to 

achieve an applicable UCAPAF net range.    

2) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the process for determining external resource UCAPs? 

  No comments at this time.  

3) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the UCAP refinement process? 

ATCO suggests that, due to the timelines of other processes (prequalification, base auctions, and rebalancing auctions), the AESO contemplate a deadline for the UCAP refinement process. The UCAP refinement process must be 

handled in a timely manner as the assessed UCAP value and UCAP range will have a significant impact on the base auction. The UCAP refinement process is time sensitive as the participant will not know if its UCAP needs 

adjustment until after the prequalification phase. Since the issue may not be resolved through the refinement process, and could be escalated to a formal AESO dispute resolution process, the time allowed for the initial refinement 

process should be relatively short and specified. ATCO requests that the AESO be held to a deadline, perhaps 30 days from participant filing1, whereby it must make its determination.  

The AESO should also clarify the relationship between the UCAP refinement process (section 3.2) and the dispute resolution process (section 5.3). It is ATCO’s understanding that a complaint about a unit’s UCAP that does not meet 

any of the criterion in the UCAP refinement process could still be filed before the AESO in the formal dispute resolution process. ATCO believes that a participant must still have the ability to take any concerns eligible for the refinement 

process to dispute resolution, if necessary.  

                                                      

 

1 The 30-day deadline is similar to what is included in ISO Rule 103.2, whereby within 30 business days of the ISO issuing receipt of the dispute it must advise the market participant in writing of its decision regarding the matter in dispute.  

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 3:  Calculation of UCAP  

4) Should the list of events under which a refinement request can be submitted as provided in section 3.2.2.a.i be further defined?  If so, please provide your suggestions. 

It is ATCO’s view that the list of events included in this section should be included in an Information Document rather than in an ISO Rule. The rule language should be clear and express the intent “to ensure that accurate asset 

reliability values are obtained for each asset while reducing the number cases taken to the formal appeal process.”2 It would better serve this intent not to try and produce an exhaustive list of conditions that meet the criteria, but rather 

outline the intent that the rule is trying to achieve. The list provided in section 3.2.2.a.i provides a good list of examples, but it would be inappropriate to try and catch all unforeseen events that could lead to a UCAP that is not reflective 

of the forwarding looking available capacity of an asset.  

The AESO should include a category for data errors or misalignment of data between the AESO and the market participant that result in a different UCAP value or range. If data errors or computational anomalies do occur, the 

refinement process could be the most efficient way to address and correct the issues. In the current CMD, a data/metering issue, if not a result of the other limited criterion in the refinement process, would have no clear path to 

discovery and correction except through the formal dispute resolution process.   

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

No additional comments at this time. 

 

Name: Kurtis Glasier Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

 

 

                                                      

 

2 Para 3.2.2, page 19 out of 20, Section 3: Calculation of unforced Capacity Ratings (UCAP) Rationale Document. Accessed on July 2, 2018. 
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CMD Final Section 4:  Calculation of demand curve parameters  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

ATCO has significant remaining concerns with the approach used to estimate the cost of equity, cost of debt and leverage ratio resulting from the implied debt structure in the CONE study and believes this will lead to an outcome that 

does not achieve sufficient investment to maintain supply adequacy and reliability. 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

See comments below. 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

ATCO requests more data on the most recently proposed demand curve shape found in CMD 4 (Final). The previous demand curves were all accompanied by an output table of the simulation results that the demand curve achieves: 

Average Price ($/kW-yr), Standard Deviation of Price ($/kW-yr), Frequency at Cap (%), Average EUE Before Intervention (MWh), Average EUE After Intervention (MWh), Average Cleared Quantity (MW), and Average Uncleared 

Supply (MW). The CMD 4 candidate demand curve shape (Price Cap = 1.75xNet-CONE, Inflection Point = 0.875xNet-CONE and 7% greater than minimum reliability, and Foot = 0xNet-CONE and 18% greater than minimum reliability) 

does not have this analysis published. It is difficult to compare the demand curve being proposed with the previous candidate demand curves without further analysis and rationale being published by the AESO. The rationale document 

in CMD 4 provides a qualitative analysis of demand curve features without addressing the quantitative implications of the candidate demand curve and how it compares to previous demand curve proposals.   

4)  In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

In addition to requesting the data and analysis for the current demand curve proposal, ATCO would find it helpful for the AESO to include the governance structure for the demand curve (as much as is possible) in the ISO Rules. 

Demand curve parameters, including the Resource adequacy modelling, CONE, EAS offset, and demand curve shape/features, are key administrative components of the capacity market framework. Given the importance of these 

features as well as the administrative power of the AESO in setting them, it is requisite that proper stakeholder consultation/input and regulatory oversight is undertaken. The AESO process to accomplish this level of consultation on a 

regular basis, in a fair and efficient way should be clearly outlined and articulated to market participants. ATCO looks forward to further collaboration with the AESO in determining a proper governance structure/process and on effective 

consultation on future demand curve proposals/adjustments.    

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

ATCO remains concerned that the ATWACC approach being used in the CONE study fundamentally underestimates the returns on equity required to incent the development of merchant gas-fired generating units in Alberta, and over 

estimates the amount of debt financing that would be available at a project level. If the AESO uses these unrealistic assumptions to set the demand curve parameters and capacity market mitigation level, ATCO believes that Alberta is 

unlikely to attract the future investment required for reliability and may force the early retirement of otherwise competitive and valuable assets. 

 

Name: Kurtis Glasier Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 5:  Base auction  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

At this time, ATCO has not identified concerns with the base auction that would preclude it from meeting the desired end state and criteria. ATCO would encourage the AESO to continue working towards a solution to address subsided 

resources procured through future REP auctions and other mechanisms.  

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

No comments at this time.  

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

No comments at this time.  

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

No comments at this time.  

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

No additional comments at this time. 

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 6:  Rebalancing auction  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

At this time, ATCO has not identified concerns with the rebalancing auction that would preclude it from meeting the desired end state and criteria  

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

No comments at this time.  

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

No comments at this time.  

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

No comments at this time.  

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

No additional comments at this time. 

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 7:  Capacity market monitoring and mitigation 

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

At this time, ATCO has not identified concerns with the capacity market monitoring and mitigation that would preclude it from meeting the desired end state and criteria. ATCO is concerned, however, that the AESO is pursuing a path 

that will underestimate gross CONE, decreasing costs that can be recovered through the capacity market at the proposed mitigation levels. ATCO believes that it is essential to resolve the issues with CONE to ensure the capacity 

market design works for the benefit of Albertans.  

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

See comments below. 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

See comments below. 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

See comments below. 

 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

1) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding how the AESO will conduct the ex ante market power screen to identify firms that will be subject to capacity market mitigation? 

ATCO believes that the AESO should further clarify the timing for the ex ante market power screen and the submission of asset-specific offer cap requests. Figure 1 of section 5 of CMD4 states that both market power mitigation 

notification and the submission of asset-specific offer cap requests will occur four months before an auction. ATCO believes firms may require time to assemble the required information to submit for an asset-specific offer cap request, 

so will require notification of mitigation a reasonable period before requests are required.  

2) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the determination of asset specific offer caps? 

When determining a generator’s net avoidable costs, ATCO believes the AESO must consider the asset owner’s view of the expected energy and ancillary services revenue when determining the offset level. The AESO has currently 

proposed to calculate net avoidable costs by subtracting the market-wide energy and ancillary services offset (EAS Offset) determined by the AESO through a forward market methodology from the total avoidable costs. The EAS 

Offset may not be the “same information [the generator] uses to make its internal decisions by its senior management or the board of directors” as required by CMD4 7.1.14. ATCO believes that for continuity, corporate decision-making 

information should be used to calculate the entirety of the avoidable cost calculation, not just parts.  

ATCO also believes the AESO should allocate sufficient time in the pre-auction process for the submission and verification of asset-specific costs, which may be contentious and require discussion and submission of supplemental 

information. The currently allocated one month for the entire process may not be sufficient. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 7:  Capacity market monitoring and mitigation 

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  
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CMD Final Section 8:  Supply obligations and performance assessments  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

ATCO believes that the supply obligations and performance assessments framework will likely meet the desired end state and criteria, but encourages the AESO to focus on providing market participants with detailed, forward looking 

supply cushion forecasts that will enable LLTE assets to come online before an availability assessment period.   

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

No comments at this time.  

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

No comments at this time. 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

No comments at this time.  

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

5)  What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding how the AESO will assess whether demand response assets have obtained a sufficient load volume prior to the second rebalancing auction? 

No comments at this time.  

6)  What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding how the performance of external capacity assets will be measured during availability and delivery assessment periods? 

No comments at this time.  

7) Should the list of events under which availability and delivery assessments will not be conducted as provided in section 8.2.39 be further defined?  If so, please provide your suggestions. 

No comments at this time. 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

 

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 9:  Settlement and credit requirements 

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

ATCO has not identified concerns with the settlement and credit requirements at this time that would preclude it from meeting the desired end state and criteria. 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

No comments at this time.  

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

No comments at this time.  

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

No comments at this time.  

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

No additional comments at this time. 

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 10:  Roadmap for changes in the Energy and Ancillary Services Markets    

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

ATCO has remaining concerns about the energy and ancillary services market design, specifically with respect to the graduated scarcity screen. If these concerns remain unaddressed, ATCO believes that the desired end state and 

criteria may not be met, especially with respect to developing a market that relies on competitive market forces. 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

See comments below.  

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

See comments below.  

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

Section 10.1.11 of the CMD states that AESO intends to use the same data it uses to produce its Supply Adequacy Report to produce the supply cushion report that will determine the mitigation level and whether the no-look scarcity 

level applies. The AESO also states that it will adjust the data for the no-look scarcity test. ATCO submits that one of these adjustments should be the exclusion of demand response from the dataset. Demand response has historically 

participated on the demand side of the market, reducing consumption when prices increase to avoid the energy charge. The CMD proposes that demand response participate on the supply side of the market, which means it could 

hypothetically form part of the supply cushion, priced at or near the price cap. This could result in a situation where, even though there is no remaining generation (but 300 MW of demand response), the no-look scarcity threshold has 

not been passed. ATCO believes that the proper solution to this perverse outcome is to exclude demand response from the calculation of the supply cushion. If the AESO does not exclude demand response, the AESO’s assessment 

of historical data to determine the no-look scarcity level is invalid and should be revised.  

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTION 

1)  What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the determination of the asset-specific reference price for non-thermal, energy-limited assets? 

No comments at this time.  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

ATCO believes that the newly proposed graduated scarcity screen will result in an overly mitigated energy market that does not rely sufficiently on competitive market forces. Further, ATCO believes that if electricity is scarce or 

approaching scarcity, all resource types should have an equal opportunity to reflect scarcity in prices, which is not the case if the offer cap is based on a multiple of short-run marginal costs. Under the current proposal a unit with higher 

marginal costs like a coal plant will be able to bid at a higher price during scarcity periods than a unit with lower marginal costs like a gas peaking plant. This does not align with objective of a level-playing field for all generation. If 

scarcity is deemed to exist, all assets should be treated equally and mitigation on offers should be lifted.  

ATCO believes the objectives of enabling scarcity pricing while maintaining a level playing field would be met by returning to the 500 MW no-look scarcity screen for all generation types. This level also aligns with the approximate size 

of a single coal unit in Alberta. Aligning the no-look scarcity threshold with the size of a single coal unit or the single largest contingency is logical because it indicates that the loss of a single generating unit would result in insufficient 

generation to meet demand. In CMD Final Rationale section 8.2.4 the AESO states that a supply cushion of approximately 500 MW characterizes system tightness; it is inconsistent to set the no-look scarcity threshold at 250 MW if the 

AESO believes that 500 MW is indicative of tight supply conditions.  

Name: Mark Nesbitt Organization: ATCO Electricity Generation  

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 10:  Roadmap for changes in the Energy and Ancillary Services Markets    

 

 


