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The AESO is requesting written feedback from the Capacity Market Design Working Group (DWG) members about the content of the first draft Comprehensive Market Design (CMD 1) and about 
the working group session in which CMD 1 was discussed. This draft comment matrix is provided in advance to help working group members prepare for their upcoming session. Following the 
working group session, the AESO will post a final comment matrix one (1) day after the session. This final comment matrix should be completed by working group members within four (4) 
business days. The final feedback matrix is intended for working group members to provide written feedback about CMD 1 or the content of their working group session that is within the scope of 
their working group.  

The AESO will post all comment matrices and any other feedback received from working group members on www.aeso.ca and on the Capacity Market SharePoint site. 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 

http://www.aeso.ca/
mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
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Name: Jay Dyson  Organization: ENMAX  

Date: February 27, 2018 

CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

1. UCAP: Can you support using Availability factor for 

dispatchable resources? Does the approach meet the 

intent of a resource neutral approach to capacity 

volume that reflects the deliverability of energy during 

periods of tight system conditions? 

ENMAX supports the use of UCAP to determine the volume of availability for qualified resources. However, ENMAX does not 

support using the availability factor for dispatchable resources as defined in the CMD.  Planned outage hours should be excluded 

from the UCAP calculation. 

2. Payment Adjustment Mechanism: Can you support 

using a 60/40 performance/ availability framework? 

Does the approach achieve the intent of higher 

adjustments to performance periods? 

ENMAX does not support the 60/40 performance/availability framework.  ENMAX is of the view that the availability assessment 

penalty should be eliminated and the performance assessment should include more hours than EEA events.  The working groups 

discussed an EEA event + certain other peak hours in a single performance mechanism.   

3. Payment Adjustment Mechanism: Can you support a 

monthly cap at 300%? Does the approach achieve the 

intent of reasonably limiting adjustment payments? 

ENMAX supports a phase in of the monthly payment adjustment mechanism, starting lower than the proposed 300%.  

Performance frameworks are new and relatively untested in other jurisdictions and may have adverse implications to capacity 

prices. 

4. Payment Adjustment Mechanism: Can you support a 

1.3x annual revenue/ rebalancing assessment limit? 

Does the approach achieve the intent of ensuring 

capacity resources are available for the obligation 

period? 

ENMAX supports a phase in of the annual revenue/rebalancing assessment limit.  As discussed above, performance frameworks 

are new and relatively untested in other jurisdictions and may have adverse implications to capacity prices. 

5. Market Power Mitigation: Can you support setting a 

market power screen as a fixed percentage of 

aggregate UCAP requirement for the auction? Does 

the approach meet the needs of mitigating supplier 

market power? 

ENMAX is of the view that the proposed 15% outlined in the CMD is too low.   
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CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

6. Market Power Mitigation: Is a price cap of 50% of net 

CONE appropriate to mitigate the offers of suppliers 

with market power? 

ENMAX opposes the price cap level of 50% of net-CONE.  100% of net-CONE reflects the appropriate level to apply to the 

capacity market mitigation mechanism. 

7. Market Power Mitigation: Do you think there is 

sufficient support that mitigation of buyer side market 

power is not initially required in the capacity market? 

Alberta is different than other jurisdictions because it does not have LSEs per se.  However, ENMAX believes there should be a 

MOPR for new and external assets to account for subsidies or out-of-market payments to prevent dumping capacity into the 

market. 

8. Delisting: Are there some circumstances where the 

delist bid of an asset does not clear but the asset 

continues to participate in the energy market? 

ENMAX opposes delisting as defined in the CMD.  Investors should be allowed to manage their assets based on their own 

economics. 

9. Delisting: Should a resource be able to delist from the 

capacity market but be eligible to participate in the 

energy and ancillary services market? For example: 

a. An asset of a non-mitigated supplier fails to 

clear, should it be allowed to continue energy 

market participation? 

b. For long outage requirements that are for a 

substantial portion of the year? 

ENMAX does not believe that there should be limits related to delisting or participating in the energy and ancillary services market.  

Investors should be able to manage their investments to optimize their economic value. 

10. Transition to Capacity Market: Is a rebalancing 

auction for first obligation period 2021/22 required and 

practical? 

ENMAX supports the inclusion of a rebalancing auction for the first obligation period (2021/22). 

 

General Comments 

 

 


