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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/technical/Feedback/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2Fcmd%2Ftechnical%2FFeedback%2FTechnical%20WG%20%2D%20S1%20%2D%2015%20Feb%202018
http://www.aeso.ca/
mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
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Name: Derek Skeet Organization: Husky  

Date: February 27, 2018 

CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

1. UCAP: Can you support the availability factor/capacity 
factor over the 100 hours of smallest supply cushion 
being used to calculate the UCAP?  

Yes, It is important that the number of hours be high enough that UCAP remains relatively stable from year to year.  It would be 
interesting to see the result of modelling done based on the IPCAA suggestion that a second criteria be added to years where 100 
hours contains hours of supply cushion (to see if UCAP stays more stable on an overall and participant basis). 

Rather than implementing a fully mechanistic mathematical process, there should be opportunity for suppliers to present a case 
for why they believe the UCAP for their asset may be understated.  This should yield a more realistic evaluation of available 
system supply, optimizing the use of resources that have already been constructed. 

2. UCAP: Can you support the UCAP calculation being 
based on 5 years of historical data?  

Five years looks good for a transition period.  It seems like going forward this time period could be tightened up to fewer years. 

3. UCAP: Are there risks with including planned outages 
in the availability factor data used to calculate UCAP?  
If so please describe.  

Depends how resource adequacy relates to total UCAP purchased.  If there is a leap of faith that not all MW of yearly peaks need 
to be met with UCAP purchased, this problem goes away.  Otherwise it would not be good to derate facilities based on planned 
outages. 

 

If the resource adequacy modelling does not require total UCAP MW to meet or exceed yearly peaks in MW, it does seem to 
make sense to include planned outages so that there is no gaming and the industry is incented to do a better job of planning 
outages over time. 

4. Demand Curve: Do you have any feedback on the 
material presented in the CMD 1? 

Note: AESO and the WG will revisit the shape of the 
demand curve once draft outputs from the Resource 
Adequacy model are available. 

It would seem to make sense to choose a demand curve with a steep foot in order to avoid accidental over procurement and to 
help protect the incentives to run in the energy market.  It is necessary to see the results of the Resource Adequacy model in 
order to comment on the exact shape. 

 

5. Load Forecast: Can you support the proposed 
approach to forecast load? Are there any outstanding 
comments or concerns with the proposed approach? 

The approach looks sophisticated.  We look forward to seeing some testing of the model as the process continues especially with 
historical data. 
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CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

6. CONE: Can you support the intended Gross CONE 
estimation approach? 

Gross CONE must be set with relevant Alberta-specific data on construction costs, debt costs, equity costs and all other relevant 
cost factors 

7. CONE: What are the important considerations AESO 
needs to take into account when selecting the Energy 
and Ancillary Service offset estimation methodology?  

If the energy price is low due to over purchase of capacity, it seems like there will be drift in the demand curve as the net cone 
moves upwards and thus moving more and more of the value into the capacity market over time.  Perhaps the energy price used 
in the net cone calculation should be based on an “ideal” return in the energy market and not the actual return. 

8. CONE: Are there any issues or gaps in our 
considerations or plan in Net CONE estimation?  

The Net Cone calculation will include expected penalties.  It may be simpler to design the penalty scheme such that expected net 
penalties are zero to remove one step from the net Cone calc. 

 

General Comments:  Any comments on relevant scope areas of the CMD that are not addressed above 

 

 


