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Please complete this matrix by February 27, 2018, and upload it to the “Feedback” folder on the CMD SharePoint site. The AESO will post all comment matrices received from working group 
members on www.aeso.ca. Please note that the names of the parties submitting each completed comment matrix will be included in this posting. The AESO does not intend to respond 
to individual submissions. If you have any questions about this comment matrix, please email capacitymarket@aeso.ca 
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Name: Colette Chekerda Organization: Alberta Direct Connect “ADC”  

Date: Feb 23, 2018 

CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

1. UCAP: Can you support the availability factor/capacity 
factor over the 100 hours of smallest supply cushion 
being used to calculate the UCAP?  

ADC submits that the 100 hours can be used to calculate the UCAP in the future state of the capacity market, however using the 
past data does not necessarily reflect future performance.  The energy only market presents different economic signals with 
respect to scheduling of outages, duration of outages, and behavior of price responsive load (PRL) and interties.  Special 
consideration of historical behavior needs to be taken into consideration in the transition to the Capacity Market. 

2. UCAP: Can you support the UCAP calculation being 
based on 5 years of historical data?  

Similar to the above, the 5 year historical data can be used once in a steady state.   

For PRL, a shorter time frame such as the prior 12 months normal operating load should be considered to capture any changes in 
site equipment, business environment, and response capability. 

3. UCAP: Are there risks with including planned outages 
in the availability factor data used to calculate UCAP?  
If so please describe.  

Potential risk of assigning to low of a UCAP to a resource that had a long term outage in the look-back period that is not planned 
in the auction delivery year.   

4. Demand Curve: Do you have any feedback on the 
material presented in the CMD 1? 

Note: AESO and the WG will revisit the shape of the 
demand curve once draft outputs from the Resource 
Adequacy model are available. 

The ADC has offered to work with the AESO to examine the impact of PRL behavior on the demand curve and resource 
adequacy model.  Will provide further feedback once the analysis is complete. 

5. Load Forecast: Can you support the proposed 
approach to forecast load? Are there any outstanding 
comments or concerns with the proposed approach? 

ADC submits that the current AIL load forecast is excluding the PRL as this load responds to the Coincident Metered Demand 
signal in the DTS tariff.  ADC stresses the importance of continuing to incent this behavior in the capacity market design.  We 
estimate the volume of PRL to be greater than 300 MW.  If PRL has no future incentive to respond to peaks in a similar number of 
hours as CPD response, the AESO will need to add this load plus reserve margin into the forecast, unnecessarily shifting the 
demand curve to the right and increasing capacity costs for all consumers.   

The ADC also recommends the AESO clearly identify the portion of the forecast that is attributable to losses.  Part of the cost 
allocation exercise will be to assign the cost of capacity needed to cover losses to generators. 
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CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

6. CONE: Can you support the intended Gross CONE 
estimation approach? 

No comment  

7. CONE: What are the important considerations AESO 
needs to take into account when selecting the Energy 
and Ancillary Service offset estimation methodology?  

The capacity market and energy/AS markets need to incent the most efficient behavior – build when needed and a real time price 
that incents suppliers to be available when supply is tight.  Our view is that the energy & AS market should provide the majority of 
the revenue.  This also sends a better locational signal to generators if the losses cost/credits are meaningful.   

8. CONE: Are there any issues or gaps in our 
considerations or plan in Net CONE estimation?  

The Losses costs for capacity may need to be considered. 

 

General Comments:  Any comments on relevant scope areas of the CMD that are not addressed above 

The ADC submits that the most efficient outcome for all Alberta ratepayers is to consider PRL in the demand side of the curve.  Requiring this flexible load to procure capacity plus a reserve 
margin and sell it back into the supply side at a fraction of their capability makes no sense.  It will result in over procurement in the order of 350 – 400 MW of supply and cause additional 
administrative burden and costs for the most price sensitive customers in Alberta.  A preferred approach is to recognize this type of load through an Interruptible tariff and include the 
participating MW in the Demand curve. 

 


