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

 

 

https://aeso.sharepoint.com/sites/cmd/eas2018/Feedback/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2Fcmd%2Feas2018%2FFeedback%2FEAS%202018%20WG%20%2D%20S1%20%2D%2014%20Feb%202018
http://www.aeso.ca/
mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
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Name: Meredith Conrod Organization: Genalta Power  

Date: February 26, 2018 

CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

1. Offer Obligations, Dispatch, and Scheduling: Are 
there any issues or gaps / in the CMD proposal for 
intra hour scheduling and priced import assets? 

Genalta is generally in agreement with the intra-hour scheduling and priced import proposal put forward in the CMD. One of the 
concerns raised in our session was the ability of capacity committed imports to sell into other jurisdictions but the non-performance 
payment and the over-performance payment appear to mitigate this risk and give interprovincial capacity resources an opportunity to 
collect additional revenue. 

2. Offer Obligations, Dispatch, and Scheduling: 
Assuming imports can be scheduled and priced 
intra-hour, can you support that capacity committed 
imports must offer their capacity volumes? 

Yes, Genalta can support the must-offer obligation for capacity committed imports.  

3. Flexibility and Price Fidelity: 
a. Any concerns with addressing ramp by 

block and dispatch tolerance to address 
system variability? 

b. Any concerns with shorter settlement at 15 
minutes?  5 minutes? 

c. Any options missing from the options to 
evaluate to address variability? 

d. Any unintended consequences with 
optimization look ahead or pre-dispatch? 

e. Any comments on ramp product? 
4. Any comments on co-optimization (EAS) in the 

context of SCED model? 

Note: The AESO will continue the analysis on the 
options for flexibility and present at the next WG 
session in April. 

Genalta is of the opinion that more work should be put into the investigation of 5 minute settlement periods. We have yet to see 
justification from the AESO why we shouldn’t go to 5 minute intervals, only that 15 minute intervals would be easier to implement.  

 

We believe that the best option for managing flexibility and variability is that one that leaves the most value in the energy price. Energy 
price should be enough to incent generators to react to variability in the market, especially on a 5 or 15 minute settlement interval. 
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CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

5. Market Power Screen and Mitigation: Can you 
support the proposal for ex ante mitigation as 
stated (RSI and scarcity screen and conduct 
threshold ), specifically: 

a. Are there issues with 0.9 RSI that warrant 
further consideration? 

b. Are there any issues with the revised RSI 
formula?  Is it required? 

c. Are there any issues / unintended 
consequences with additional scarcity 
screen? 

d. Are there any issues with a conduct 
threshold at 3x?   Are there better 
alternatives? 

e. Are there any issues with opportunity cost 
exceptions?  Any input for formulae / 
evaluation? 

The ex-ante screen put forward by the AESO is able to determine who has market power, not who is abusing market power. The 
screen should be adapted to consider whether corporations that fail the screen are actually setting the price. The goal of the capacity 
market is to provide greater investment incentives for generation needed to supply load and this test has the possibility of removing 
scarcity price signal from our energy market. 

At a higher level, if the MSA is still responsible for ex-post monitoring, it is not clear why the addition of a 1 year capacity contract now 
make it necessary to have ex-ante screens. Capacity markets shouldn’t change a generator’s ability or motivations to exercise market 
power.  

6. Roadmap: A fulsome roadmap will be presented to 
the April WG.  The rules required for 2021 and 
taken out of scope have been identified.  Rules that 
may be delayed or phased in will be identified at 
that time.   
a. Can you support the efficiency pieces taken out 
of scope (SCUC, BDAM, co-optimization)? (See 
section 10.4) 
b. Scope: Can you support the pricing pieces taken 
out of scope (price cap, shortage pricing, negative 
pricing) 

Genalta can support that efficiency pieces and pricing pieces will be taken out of scope.   
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General Comments:  Any comments on relevant scope areas of the CMD that are not addressed above 

As an investor, Genalta is encouraging the AESO to re-evaluate the term of capacity contracts. A one year contract will not provide the revenue certainty needed to trigger new investment, 
which will ultimately result in higher energy prices for consumers.  

If the government wants to keep costs to consumers low and ensure adequate supply in the province as more non-dispatchable resources come online, Genalta would encourage the 
province to consider terms of 7 years or more. 7 years is likely the minimum term required to trigger investment in new generation. Furthermore, a longer term will mean lower financing costs 
and lower overall capital cost, which results in lower offer price into the energy market and a lower bid price into the capacity market. 

On a one year term, all capacity contracts will be awarded to existing generators, consumers will end up over-paying for capacity, and the variability issue will not be solved.  Genalta would 
encourage the AESO to reconsider this term in the release of CMD 2. 

 


