November 14, 2018
RE: Round 2, Set 1-3 ISO Rules
The CWG appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed rules and looks forward to
continued consultation. The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Canadian Natural Resources Limited; Cenovus Energy Inc.; Dow Chemical Canada
ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.;
Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG Energy Corp.; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus view of the group. Individual
member companies may also make independent submissions on the proposed ISO Rules.
The lack of commentary in relation to any particular rule or portion thereof should not be taken as
agreement with such proposed rule or portion thereof and the members of the CWG reserve the
right to address any issues related to or comment on such rules or portions thereof, in any future
process or proceeding in which these rules will be considered.
To the extent the AESO has not responded to comments of the CWG in the first round, the CWG
has endeavored not to repeat such comments. The CWG continues to stand by its original
comments include in the comment matrices submitted in the first round of the rule consultation
process.
In terms of general comments, the CWG is concerned about the amount of material it expects to
be contained in information documents given the absence of relevant information from the rules.
Information documents that are not approved by the AUC should not be used to impose binding
requirements on market participants. Any required content should be part of the proposed ISO
rule reviewed by the AUC.
In numerous provisions throughout the proposed rules, the AESO uses the language “in the
manner that the ISO specifies”. The CWG disagrees with this language in every instance since the
provision is referencing an activity that is authoritative. Such provisions ought to be contained
within the Rule.
In addition to the comments throughout the matrix, the CWG reiterates its major concerns with
the CMD final, which has formed the basis for the ISO Rules. The CWG has a number of major
concerns regarding the following issues. For further details, please refer to previous CWG
submissions.








UCV and Availability Assessment – 250 hours is insufficient
UCV Calculation for Self-Supply – regression approach in particular
Self-Supply Status – flexibility to alter status
Energy Market Power Mitigation – excessive mitigation is proposed
Demand Curve Parameters – oversupply concerns
Performance Framework – magnifies random risk, understates systemic under
performance and does not treat incentives and penalties equivalently
Cost Allocation – apparent bias against self-supply is contemplated
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Sincerely,
Kris Aksomitis
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Stakeholder Comment Matrix

Section 103.11, Capacity Market Financial Security Requirements
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

3(1) (b) forecast payment adjustment balance is the amount in dollars determined by the ISO in
accordance with …[another ISO Rule].

This rule requires more information. It must be outlined in another rule in order to provide how the
forecast payment adjustment is calculated.

(5) The ISO must calculate the security requirement from an asset with refurbished capacity in

The 5% seems to have been inadvertently left out when the AESO changed the formatting of the formula.

accordance with the following formula:
𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =
𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒 × 𝑒𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒 × 𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚 𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢e x 5%

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
Proposed New ISO Rule – Section 103.9, Capacity Market Financial Settlement

Page 1 of 41

Public

Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Section 103.13 Request for Reconsideration
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Reconsideration Decision
6 The ISO must review the request for reconsideration and issue a written decision to the person or
the Market Surveillance Administrator making the request for reconsideration within 5 business days
of receiving the request referred to in subsection 2.
7 The ISO must, as soon as reasonably practicable, upon making a decision regarding a request for
reconsideration received from the Market Surveillance Administrator, provide a copy of the
reconsideration decision to the Market Surveillance Administrator and any directly affected person.
8 The ISO must, as soon as reasonably practicable, upon making a decision regarding a request for
reconsideration received from a person, provide a copy of the reconsideration decision to:

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018

The AESO should develop a timeline for each type of reconsideration decision separately. The
reconsideration decisions will need to be condensed when applied for during rebalancing auctions, but
more time will be available for decisions relevant to the base auction. Timelines should then be only as
restrictive as necessary considering the situation specific requirements.
For example, consider a UCAP dispute during the base auction. According to the capacity market
guidelines, the AESO will provide a preliminary UCAP to the market participant 8 months in advance of
the auction. The UCAP values need to be finalized in advance of the determination of the final demand
curve parameters. The AESO will need to determine when this step will need to occur and work
backwards. The AESO then needs to allow enough time for the Commission dispute resolution process,
should one be required. This likely leaves approximately a 5 month window between when the UCAP is
initially provided to the market participant and when the market participant would need to raise a dispute
with the Commission, should the AESO process fail.
The AESO process should be a collaborative process that takes advantage of the maximum amount of
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Public

Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

(a) the person who submitted the request; and

time available, which in this case is 5-months.

(b) the Market Surveillance Administrator if, in the opinion of the ISO, the request for

The current process proposed by the AESO does not allow enough time for collaboration. Allowing only
five days for the AESO’s reconsideration decision will not result in a “reconsideration” at all. The process
needs to allow for discussions and collaboration between the market participant and the AESO. Consider
the UCAP example again, there could be data issues or future changes to a site that require a change in
UCAP. The process needs to allow enough time for a market participant to have these types of
discussions with the AESO.

reconsideration relates to fair, efficient, and open competition in the capacity market.

The CWG also submits that there should be a process for discussion with the AESO on some issues,
such as UCAP, prior to the AESO rendering its initial decision. For example, if a self-supply site
anticipates load growth and therefore a reduced net-UCAP, the market participant should be able to
provide this information to the AESO prior to this dispute resolution process.

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #
10

Stakeholder comments
whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Section 201.15 Delisting
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale
The differentiation between a temporary economic delist and permeant delist is not required, as
proposed by the AESO.

(2) A pool participant must not submit a delist outage that corresponds to the outage declared in
accordance with subsection 2(2)(a) if the offer referred to in subsection 4 clears in the last rebalancing
auction.

It is not clear what the AESO is referring to in Subsection 4. Subsection 4 does not currently exist. This
likely should be referring to a sub-section within Subsection 3.

10(1) A capacity market participant may, in accordance with the timelines established in the Capacity
Market Auction Guidelines for the base auction or the first rebalancing auction for an obligation period,
and in the manner the ISO specifies, submit to the ISO a notification to permanently delist an asset or
portion of such asset.

Permanent delisting should be allowed in any of the auctions and not restrict the ability to permanently
delist in the final rebalancing auction.

2(1) A capacity market participant may, within the timelines specified in the Capacity Market Auction
Guidelines for the last rebalancing auction and in the manner the ISO specifies, submit to the ISO a

Economic delisting should be allowed to occur in any auction given that capacity will be subject to
uncertainty around whether an asset will ultimately be allowed to delist otherwise. It is not reasonable to

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018

Page 8 of 41

Public

Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

request to temporarily delist an asset or portion of such asset for the obligation period for economic
reasons.

force a generator that has not cleared in the base auction (at its economic delist price) to maintain the
obligation to potentially be available if its delist bid clears in later auctions.

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018

Page 10 of 41

Public

Section 206.1 Qualification of Capacity
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Track changes from the prior AESO version:

It is unclear what a verification entails and how it differs from an attestation. Further, a corporate officer
can’t attest to or verify something that hasn’t yet occurred. Better language would be “a declaration.”
This section should only be applicable to new assets in the event those new assts are external to Alberta.
There is no reason for this to apply to new internal assets. If this section were to apply to a new internal
asset, then it would not be able to “continue to participate in the energy … market”, nor would it be able
to permanently delist from the capacity market.

Newly proposed language:
Declarations for New Capacity from an external asset, Incremental Capacity and Refurbished
Capacity

Prescriptions are authoritative and must be included in the rule rather than Guidelines.

3(1) A person must, within [NTD: insert timelines] the timelines prescribed by the Capacity Market
Auction Guidelines, submit to the ISO a verification declaration from a corporate officer as to whether

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

an asset with new capacity from an external asset, in the event that the capacity market participant
fails to receive a capacity commitment for such asset in a base auction or rebalancing auction, will:
(a) permanently delist in accordance with Section 201.15 of the ISO rules, Delisting; or
(b) continue to participate in the energy and capacity markets.
(2) A capacity market participant must, within [NTD: insert timelines]the timelines prescribed by the
Capacity Market Auction Guidelines, submit to the ISO a verification declaration from a corporate
officer as to whether the anticipated maximum capability of the asset with incremental capacity, in
the event that the capacity market participant fails to receive a capacity commitment for such asset in
the base auction or rebalancing auction for all or a portion of the incremental capacity, will be either:
(a) the maximum capability of the asset without the addition of the incremental capacity; or
(b) the anticipated maximum capability with the addition of the incremental capacity.
(3) A capacity market participant must, within [NTD: insert timelines]the timelines prescribed by the
Capacity Market Auction Guidelines, submit to the ISO a verification declaration from a corporate
officer as to whether an asset with refurbished capacity, in the event that the capacity market
participant fails to receive a capacity commitment for such asset in the base auction or rebalancing
auction, will:
(a) permanently delist in accordance with Section 201.15 of the ISO rules, Delisting; or
(b) continue to participate in the energy and capacity markets.
(4) A person must, within [NTD: insert timelines]the timelines prescribed by the Capacity Market
Auction Guidelines, declare to the ISO the intended interconnection location for an asset with new
capacity.

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Section 206.2 Self-Supply Configurations for the Capacity Market
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale
General comments on this rule:
The CWG submits that the onus of this rule should be reversed. The current language seems to suggest
that if a site doesn’t fall into the AESO’s “must self-supply” definition, then it will not be allowed to selfsupply. This is not an acceptable default. Sites with behind-the-fence load and generation, such as is the
case with an ISD, should participate in the capacity market on a net-basis as a default. If such a site
chooses to participate in the capacity market on a gross basis, then such a site can be required to meet
certain metering standards by the AESO.
Please provide clarity that ‘measurement point’ can be determined solely at the participant’s discretion
provided metering is available to meet requirements. Measurement point should be a bolded term in this
rule and should be defined in the glossary. It currently appears to be defined in the AESO measurement
standard as follows:
“measurement point”: A measurement point is either a:
(a) singular, physically realizable point on the interconnected electric system where active energy
or reactive energy is measured, or deemed to have been measured, for the purpose of financial
settlement with a Data Recipient, or
(b) singular, non-physically realizable point considered to be effectively on the interconnected
electric system where active energy or reactive energy is deemed to have been measured, for the
purpose of financial settlement with a Data Recipient.

Applicability

It is unclear what the AESO is referring to as “station service load.” If the AESO leaves this language in,
then it must define this term.

1 Section 206.2 applies to:
(a) the legal owner of a load asset that is connected to the interconnected electric system and is
served by one or more onsite generating units or aggregated generating facilities, excluding
sites where the load is exclusively station service for the generating unit or aggregated
generating facility;
(b) the legal owner of a generating unit or an aggregated generating facility connected to the
interconnected electric system that self-supplies capacity electric energy for one or more
onsite load assets;

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018

Page 16 of 41

The CWG submits that it is preferable to simply remove this language as exemptions shouldn’t be
included at this point. All load behind the measurement point is the same.
In this new proposal, the rule language will require all sites to participate on a net basis unless they
convince the AESO that they should be allowed to participate on a gross basis. This switch in onus,
means that exemptions are not required. Station service load will be netted off the generation prior to the
generation reaching the grid, which allows them to exist under this rule, the way the language is now
proposed.

Public

Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

(c) the City of Medicine Hat; and
(d) the ISO.
Requirements
Requirements to Self-supply Capacity
2(1) The legal owner of a load asset to which Section 206.2 applies must self-supply capacity unless:
(a) if the electric energy produced by an onsite generating unit or an aggregated generating
facility is measured and recorded at a measurement point before it can flow to the load asset
without being measured and recorded at a measurement point.: and
(a)(b)
an application has been approved by the AESO that would allow that market
participant to participate in the capacity market on a gross basis
(2) The City of Medicine Hat must self-supply capacity.
Application to Self-supplyParticipate in the Capacity Market on a Gross Basis
3 The legal owner of a load asset and the City of Medicine Hat must, within the timelines prescribed by
the Capacity Market Auction Guidelines, may provide the ISO with a completed application, available
on the AESO website, to self-supply capacity. participate in the capacity market on a gross basis.
Approval to Self-supply Participate in the Capacity Market on a Gross Basis

Prescriptions are authoritative and must be included in the rule rather than Guidelines.

4(1) The ISO must, within [NTD: define timelines here]the timelines prescribed by the Capacity Market
Auction Guidelines, approve an application capacity for gross capacity market participation to selfsupply capacity if the site meets the criteria set out in subsection 2(1).
(2) The ISO must, within [NTD: define timelines here]the timelines prescribed by the Capacity Market
Auction Guidelines, notify a capacity market participant as to whether the site is approved to
participate in the capacity market on a gross basis.self-supply capacity.

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Self-supply Configuration Updates

Prescriptions are authoritative and must be included in the rule rather than Guidelines.

5 (1) The legal owner of a load asset in a self-supply configuration pursuant to subsection 2(1) must,
within [NTD: define timelines here] the timelines prescribed by the Capacity Market Auction Guidelines,
notify the ISO if:
the expected capacity value associated with the volume of electric energy exchanged with the AIES
produced by the onsite generating unit or aggregated generating facility is expected to change for the
upcoming obligation period.; or

Part (a) is not clear. It should refer to expected capacity value (net exports) rather than energy produced.
Part (b) must remain at the participant discretion. If the metering point changes due to a change
proposed by the participant this is acceptable but the simple installation of meters should not alter selfsupply status.

(a) the metering of the load asset changes such that the electric energy produced by the
onsite generating unit or an aggregated generating facility cannot flow to the load
asset without being measured and recorded at a measurement point.
(2) The legal owner of a load asset that did not have to self-supply due to an approved application
under subsection 4 must notify the ISO if it intends to self-supply capacity in the future.
Capacity from a Self-supply Configuration
6(1) The legal owner of a generating unit or an aggregated generating facility in a self-supply
configuration pursuant to subsection 2(1) must participate in the capacity market with the excess
capacity that is not serving the onsite load, in the event that:
(a) the generating unit or aggregated generating facility has excess capacity that is not serving
the onsite load; and
(b) the excess capacity that is not serving the onsite load has a uniform capacity value greater
than or equal to 1 MW.

(2) The legal owner of a load asset in a self-supply configuration pursuant to subsection 2(1) may

provide capacity in the capacity market with the portion of the load that is not supplied by onsite
generation if the load asset is qualified by the ISO to participate in the capacity market in accordance
with Section 206.1 of the ISO rules, Qualification of Capacity.

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale
The CWG supports the removal of the requirement that self-suppliers must self-supply capacity for a
minimum of 4 obligation periods. Please confirm that these requirements haven’t been moved to the
capacity market guidelines. As noted in earlier comments, prescriptions are authoritative and must be
included in the rule rather than Guidelines.

The August 31, 2018 version of this rule contained the following section:

This section has since been deleted, as per the track changes below:

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Section 206.3 Uniform Capacity Value Determination
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale
The AESO made a number of comments on the range for self-supply UCVs as determined by the
regression in its recent webinar. However, this information is not included in the rule. It cannot form the
content of an ID and should be added to the rule prior to the filing in January 2019.

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Section 206.5, Forward Period Milestone Assessment
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

2(1) The ISO must publishhas listed the class-specific target completion dates for the following
milestones on the AESO websitein Appendix A, on a class-specific basis:

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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This item is authoritative and, accordingly, cannot be posted on the AESO website. This information
should be included in the rule, likely as an appendix.

Public

Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Section 206.11 Energy and Ancillary Services Offset for Assets
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

1 Section 206.11 applies to:

It is unclear under what circumstances would require an offset. This rule should only be applicable to
market participants requesting a delist or asset specific offer cap in the capacity market.

(a) the ISO; and
(b) a capacity market participant requiring an energy and ancillary services offset for an asset.

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Public

Item #

Stakeholder comments

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments
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Section 207.3 Shape of Demand Curve
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Adjusted Net-CONE
4 (c) performance factor is equal to 0.8.

Average annual performance in Rule 207.3 is 91%, yet the same statistic is listed as 80% in this rule.
These should be consistent across the two rules. Further, the number should be representative of the
average annual performance of new aero derivatives, i.e. what would be given as a class average UCV
to a new aero derivative if it was built today.

Net Minimum Procurement Volume

The calculation of the minimum procurement volume must use the final amounts.

3(1) The ISO must, in establishing the preliminary demand curve under subsection 2(1), calculate an
estimate of the net minimum procurement volume in accordance with the formula in subsection 3 using
the most recent uniform capacity values calculated by the ISOas finalized following the dispute
resolution process with the Commission.
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments
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203.5 Energy Market Mitigation
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale
CWG supports the AESO’s note to draft to exempt portfolios less than 250 MW from the mitigation
scheme. This exemption should apply net of supply obligations. This will prevent unnecessary
administrative burden.
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Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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301.2 ISO Directives
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

5 An electricity market participant must acknowledge receipt of a directive: (a) in the case of an
automated message and unless the electricity market participant has notified the ISO of an
unavailability in accordance with subsection 4(1) by responding via the Automated Dispatch and
Messaging System within 2 minutes; and (b) in the case of a voice directive, by repeating the directive
to the ISO.

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Subsection 5 has been added and is not necessary for the introduction of a capacity market.

Public

Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments
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306.9 Outage Cancellation Procedures
Period of Comment:

October 26, 2018

Comments From:

The Cogeneration Working Group is comprised of the following
members: Cenovus Energy Inc.; Canadian Natural Resources Limited;
Dow Chemical Canada ULC; Husky Oil Operations Limited; Imperial Oil
Resources Limited; Inter Pipeline Ltd.; Lafarge Canada Inc.; MEG
Energy Corp.; Shell Canada; Suncor Energy Inc.; Syncrude Canada Ltd.;
TransCanada Energy Ltd. This submission represents the consensus
view of the group and is submitted on behalf of the group by Power
Advisory LLC. Individual member companies may also make
independent submissions.

Date [yyyy/mm/dd]:

through

November 14, 2018

Contact:

Kris Aksomitis

Phone:

587-894-7150

Email:

kaksomitis@poweradvisoryllc.com

2018/11/14

Please include any suggestions for alternative rule wording and accompanying rationale in the table below. Cut and paste the existing rule wording into column one
below and track in your changes.
Blackline of Suggested Rule Wording

Rationale

(i) an immediate need on a short term basis for services provided by certain source assets to maintain
the necessary level of reliability or adequacy, as the case may be; and

Issued for Stakeholder Comment: October 26, 2018
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An outage cannot be canceled simply on the possibility of 1 MWh of unserved energy. The minimum
expected unserved energy concept implies a range and in some cases within the distribution the
unserved energy will exceed that expected level. A specific test should be specified, i.e. if the expected
unserved energy during the specified interval exceeds 1000 MWh the outage can be cancelled. In effect,
necessary level of adequacy needs to be defined in terms of this rule.

Public

Please provide your comments on the following (as set out in AUC Rule 017 s. 13(b-j)):
Item #

Stakeholder comments

1

whether you agree that the rule relates to the capacity
market and why or why not

2

whether you agree that the rule should or should not be in
effect for a fixed term and why or why not

3

whether you understand and agree with the objective or
purpose of the rule and whether, in your view the rule meets
the objective or purpose

4

how, in your view, the rule affects the performance of the
capacity market and the electricity market

5

your views on any analysis conducted or commissioned by
the AESO supporting the rule.

6

whether you agree with the rule taken together with all ISO
rules and in light of the principle of a fair, efficient and
openly competitive market

7

whether you would suggest any alternatives to the rule

8

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports ensuring a reliable supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost to customers and why or why not
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Item #

Stakeholder comments

9

whether you agree that the proposed provisional rule
supports the public interest and why or why not

10

whether you have any additional comments
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