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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. 

(insert response here) 

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.  

(insert response here) 

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. 

(insert response here) 

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. 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

 

Name: Dan Chapman Organization: NRStor, Energy Storage 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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

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? 

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

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? 

  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

NRStor and ESC appreciate that energy storage has been granted eligibility status to participant in the Alberta Capacity Market. This follows the precedent set by other capacity markets in North America and Europe. Storage assets 
could serve as valuable participants in Alberta’s capacity market, as well as the energy and ancillary service markets. However, the proposed capacity market design exhibits a negative bias towards the prospective value that new 
entrants and energy storage can provide in serving the CM desired end state to “maintain supply adequacy and reliability” at the lowest cost for consumers. The proposed capacity market design appears to incent baseload asset 
operation through the UCAP calculation and Availability metrics for performance. Perhaps this aligns with the Alberta electric system behaviour of the past, but this does not necessarily reflect supply and demand balancing 
considerations for a future grid comprised of far greater concentrations of variable renewables (wind and solar), distributed generation resources, and cogen units serving onsite load requirements with a flat load profile (i.e. oil sand and 
SAGD operations).  

Some of the key capacity market design attributes that are prohibitive to energy storage participation in the capacity market include: 

 

Obligation Term. The greatest impediment to energy storage participation in the capacity market is the one-year obligation term, which has been consistently opposed by NRStor, ESC and many other new entrant stakeholders 
throughout the capacity market design process spanning 2017 and 2018. We believe that an obligation term greater than 7 years is required for stable capacity market prices, proper investment signals and increased competition. 
Offering a 7-year obligation term to new units reduces market risk, increases market competition and therefore lowers prices. The possible outcomes from a one-year obligation term include: 

1. Not enough new capacity is incented through the capacity market and therefore the energy market provides investment signals which are no different than the existing energy only market 

2. New generation is built based on single year capacity market prices, causing high capacity priced contracts during that year, yielding a volatile capacity market  

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

Even if the AESO analysis suggests that the capacity market would not benefit from longer terms but half of project proponents do, then the AESO should offer these terms to enable this competition to take place. If project financing is 
more expensive and the presumption is then that longer terms would not yield better prices, it follows that even if longer terms were offered no assets with longer terms would clear the market and the market outcome would be no 
different than with one year terms. If longer terms do enable lower prices for new entrants then the market would clear lower and consumers would pay a lower price. Risk is eliminated by putting a longer term option in place because it 
allows the capacity supplier that does not want a long term year obligation to compete with those that do resulting in higher competition and lower prices. 

 
Four Hour Sustained Output Requirement. Energy storage is required to provide a minimum discharge capability of 4 hours at it’s estimated UCAP level, which has not been justified. To our knowledge, no sound rationale has been 
provided regarding this requirement.  

 

Prohibited from Participation as Load Side Asset. Energy storage is only permitted to participate on the supply side of the Capacity Market, despite the fact that energy storage charging behaviour is naturally economically incented 
to operate as price sensitive load when operating in a charging state.  Energy storage assets do not qualify to receive capacity compensation for load side value; however, existing tariffs dictate that energy storage must pay for grid 
access (via DTS) as a load. Such treatment of energy storage is inconsistent and is currently being opposed through the AUC hearing process related to the AESO 2018 General Tariff Application.   

 

Availability Measurement. Increasing the tightest supply cushion hours from 100 to 250, which was implemented with minimum stakeholder engagement, serves as disadvantageous to energy storage projects participation in the 
capacity market. Energy storage assets are duration limited assets and therefore rely on transparent pricing signals to dictate operation. EEA events directly signal a need for capacity resource availability, exhibiting a physical system 
need and a transparent scarcity price signal that incents market participants to respond. The 250 tightest supply cushion hours may neither correlate with a physical system need nor send a price signal to market participants. The fact 
that storage can exist in states of no charge or states of charging, exacerbates the issue and inherent risk of underperformance penalties. 

 

 

Name: Dan Chapman Organization: NRStor, Energy Storage 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? 

       (insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

 

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? 

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

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

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. 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

UCAP cap for Energy Storage. The determination to cap the UCAP of a storage asset at its maximum sustainable four hour discharge capability has been not been justified. To our knowledge, no sound rationale has been provided 
regarding this restriction. The UCAP value for a storage asset should not be duration constrained, as the proposed performance penalties and incentive framework exist to reward overperformance and penalize underperformance. We 
believe that an energy storage asset’s MC rating (maximum capability in the hour) should not be limited by the energy storage asset’s nameplate energy discharge duration relative to nameplate power rating.  

250 Supply Cushion Hours. Based on the AESO’s analysis, it was unclear whether 250 supply cushion hours is the optimal design metric to test UCAP and performance.  

UCAP Calculation for Assets that do no meet the minimum threshold hours test.  We respectfully request that the AESO involve energy storage project proponents in the UCAP calculation process, considering the broad range of 
technologies and capabilities of energy storage assets.  

 

Name: Dan Chapman Organization: NRStor, Energy Storage Canada  

 

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

(insert response here) 

 

Name: 6T Organization: 6T  

 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

 (insert response here) 

 

Name: 6T Organization: 6T  

 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

(insert response here) 

 

Name: 6T Organization: 6T  

 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

 

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? 

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

 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

(insert response here) 

 

Name: 6T Organization: 6T  

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

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? 

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? 

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. 

 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

Generally, the downside penalties for underperforming are of a higher magnitude than the upside incentives related to over-availability and over-delivery.  

 

Name: Dan Chapman Organization: NRStor, Energy Storage Canada  

 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

(insert response here) 

 

Name: 6T Organization: 6T  

 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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? 

(insert response here) 

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

(insert response here) 

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?  

(insert response here) 

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? 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

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

NRStor and Energy Storage Canada support prospective market changes that reward asset flexibility and enhance price responsive behaviour in the Alberta electricity market, which in turn drives competition and innovation.  We fully 
support the EAS roadmap reforms listed in CMD Section 10.8 (raising offer cap, negative pricing, shortage pricing, ramp product creation, shorter settlement) and urge that the market design review and implementation is accelerated.  

In addition to the roadmap reforms, NRStor and Energy Storage Canada wish to explore how duration limited resources can participate more fulsomely in the ancillary services market. The existing AESO ancillary services market is 
largely served by duration limited resources via existing hydroelectric generators. We wish to open dialogue with the AESO regarding the role that energy storage can serve in the existing and future EAS markets and discuss 
impediments within the current market rules.  

 

Name: Dan Chapman Organization: NRStor, Energy Storage Canada  

 

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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