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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.  
 

l 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 
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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. 

NA 

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.  

NA 

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. 

NA 

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. 

NA 

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

NA 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada  
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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? 

The AESO has decided upon an annual capacity product as opposed to seasonal.  The desired end state requires the “lowest cost” capacity. Devon questions if an annual product will deliver the lowest cost solution. For example, wind 
projects would benefit from a seasonal market and higher seasonal UCAP, which would increase supply and lower capacity market prices. To meet the lowest cost standard, the AESO should implement a timeline to review 
implementation of a seasonal market following the first auction of the capacity market. 

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? 

In Section 2.1.12 the AESO describes how refurbished assets will not be subject to Mitigation. However, as clarified in the July 10/18 stakeholder session, the AESO is proposing that the unit be considered as new and un-mitigated 
only for the first year, then it is considered an existing asset and if the supplier is mitigated the unit would be subject to mitigation. The latter description of the design needs to be clearly explained in the AESO rules. 

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

Devon still questions the need to allow refurbished units a free option to offer above the mitigated offer cap, as described above. It is unclear whether the refurbished assets require unmitigated offers to recover costs and this un-
mitigated offer will allow a clear exercise of market power. This will relatively increase costs to loads in the Province. 

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 regard to section 2.2.4 (self supply) the AESO describes on page 14 of the rationale that a self-supplier that takes capacity in a prior year will pay for it in a future year. It is Devon’s understanding that the Government wanted to have 
loads pay for in the current capacity year for capacity used in that year. The AESO will need to clarify the rules in this area. 

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? 

The $200/kW description is clear. 

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

Yes, the description is clear although Devon still questions the need for such a mechanism and the potential for higher capacity costs than would otherwise be the case. 

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? 

The AESO will need to consider the definition of “supply shock”.  While it is appropriate to look for assets that could help in tight supply conditions the overhang of capacity on the market may impact the potential of new suppliers 
entering the market.  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

It appears that several design decisions are heavily influenced by the lack of time between the first auction and the delivery period (not a full 3 years). Devon questions why this lack of time would impact the longer-term market design. 
Devon recommends that the AESO develop a more extensive list of items that need to be considered within the first 4 years for potential change, including lowering the 80% cap on mitigated assets. 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 
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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? 

Yes, the design meets the desired end state. However, a seasonal product may deliver lower costs and higher UCAP ratings for some assets. The AESO should set a timeline to review implementation of a seasonal market before the 
beginning of the first capacity auction. 

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? 

More clarification on the process and calculation to determine a UCAP range is needed. The rules should make it clear that the range can be higher than the +-2% and clarify how to determine whether and to what degree the range 
can be higher. 

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

NA 

3) 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?  

NA 

 

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? 

The methodology for calculating UCAP for Gross dispatched self-suppliers is complex.  Potentially the AESO should look to standardize its rules regarding gross vs. net suppliers to enable a more consistent approach in the future. 

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

NA  

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

Yes, this section is clear.  

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. 

The AESO should strive to refine this list. Also, the AESO should publish as much non-confidential information on the outcome of refinement request decisions so that market participants are clear on the rules regarding refinement 
requests. 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

NA 
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CMD Final Section 3:  Calculation of UCAP  

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 
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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? 

The use of a forward market for energy-only to calculate net-CONE is a problem with the design.  Devon prefers an hourly dispatch approach with including appropriate ancillary service revenue. 

      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? 

Devon is uncertain how excluding potential ancillary services revenue is appropriate from the calculation of net-CONE. It is better to use a percentage added for AS revenue based upon a historical analysis. Also, it appears unrealistic 
for the AESO to assume that a gas-fired generator would runs 24*7 as opposed to being dispatched on variable costs. 

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

The link in the RAM model between ICAP and UCAP is significant to overall capacity market purchases.   Devon is unclear on design choices and impacts for this item. 

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?  

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

In the Technical group meetings on the demand curve the AESO discussed that, on average, it would purchase 9% over minimum government reliability targets in order to meet its target procurement level. This extra capacity purchase 
standard appears significant and costly, although it is not clear to Devon how much the AESO expects that standard to cost consumers.  Is the AESO certain that its RAM model and ICAP/UCAP conversion are accurate? Is the shape 
of the demand curve itself going to lead to significant over purchase of capacity?   What is the cost of this over purchase and how does the AESO assess this against the reliability it provides. Overall the analysis of the level of 
procurement still seems light and requires more work to ensure that value is created for Alberta consumers. 

 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 

Kris� 7/18/2018 8:40 PM
Comment [1]: WHY? 
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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? 

A one-year obligation period may be insufficient to attract new investment from new suppliers. Mitigating 70% of the capacity market supply as the main mechanism of seeking lowest cost capacity will lead to less efficient outcomes 
than mechanism that successfully encourages other non-mitigated suppliers to enter the market.  The one-year obligation period is an advantage to incumbents over potential new entrants and does not favour a market design towards 
lowest-cost capacity.  Given that the AESO is moving with a one-year term, Devon recommends the AESO review the term issue after the first few capacity auctions and implement a timeline to do so before the first capacity auction. 

 

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? 

NA 

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

NA 

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?  

NA 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

 NA 

 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 
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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? 

NA 

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? 

NA 

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

NA 

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?  

NA 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

NA 

 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 
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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? 

The need to mitigate 70% of supply is insufficient as a sole mechanism to achieve lowest-cost capacity. The 70% ratio is high and reflects the need for a capacity market design that encourages non-incumbent, non-mitigated suppliers 
to enter the market. Without a focus on reducing this percentage, mitigation is not enough to ensure efficient market outcomes. Without a focus on reducing fundamental market power concentration, Devon is concerned there will be 
higher capacity prices than otherwise. It is questionable if a mitigated design can achieve the desired end state of lowest cost supply on its own.  

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? 

The continued operation of the coal units has lead the AESO to raise the mitigated offer cap to 80% of net cone.  It is unknown how long the AESO sees this cap as needed, since it is higher than needed for most other types of assets. 
The AESO rules should provide for a review of the offer cap level perhaps every three years. This will allow an analysis of the need for having this high a level of offer cap for mitigated units. 

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

Rules need to clarify that coal to gas conversions are only able to bid un-mitigated in their first available capacity auction, then this conversion is fully mitigated along with the rest of the supplier portfolio. 

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?  

NA 

 

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? 

NA 

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

Given the market design, Devon is not convinced that asset-specific offer caps are required.  

 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

The lack of time allowed between the first auction and the delivery period does not allow the AESO to encourage new supply, other than coal to gas conversions and maintaining a significant portion of the existing coal fleet in the short 
term is required.  It is unclear what is driving the swift timeline from auction to delivery. 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 



 

      Page 10 Public 
 

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? 

Devon supports the AESO in maintaining its stance that performance penalties are required. The level of penalties appears reasonable and this design should support the desired end state. 

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? 

NA 

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

NA 

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?  

NA 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

1)  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? 

NA 

2)  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? 

NA 

3) 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. 

NA 

 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

NA 

 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 
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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? 

NA 

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? 

NA 

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

NA 

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?  

NA 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

NA 

 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 
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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? 

The overall design meets the 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? 

Need to further clarify mitigation and market power. Significant changes were made in the final CMD. 

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

NA 

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?  

NA 

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? 

The final CMD has dealt with the cliff issue that occurred with the CMD 3 design.  The changes made seem to strike a balance of providing market signals that supply is tight, while at the same time mitigating market power. It will be 
key that once this system is implemented that the AESO monitor and adjust the rules if the desired outcome is not achieved (less price volatility in the energy market). 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

NA 

Name: Ed de Palezieux Organization: Depal Consulting Limited on behalf of Devon Canada 

 


