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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: Vittoria Bellissimo Organization: Industrial Power Consumers Association of Alberta (IPCAA)  

Date: February 26, 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?  

Please note that IPCAA provided similar comments to the Design Working Group. 

IPCAA has some concerns with the proposed UCAP calculations. The AESO has decided not to use an EFORd approach, which 
accounts for suppliers’ forced deratings and outages over a year, and instead to use a much simpler process which considers 
suppliers’ performance in the tightest 100 Supply Cushion (SC) hours. When reviewing the data, it became apparent that many of 
the tightest 100 SC hours would not necessarily be construed as tight hours. In fact, in 2015, one of those hours had 819 MW of 
SC and the average SC for the 100 hours was 690 MW. IPCAA has attached a graph portraying an analysis of hours using its 
own data, (which we believe closely mirrors the AESO data). 

Statistics on the Lowest 100 Supply Cushion Hours: 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Average 66 539 690 458 268 

Maximum 195 719 819 583 398 

Minimum -5 -3 248 -7 0 
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The AESO should consider using two criteria to limit the data: (1) tightest 100 hours of SC; (2) up to a maximum of 400 MW of SC 
(or consider an alternative, reasonable cap). This will likely yield different results. If we are going to use this data to determine 
UCAP, we want to ensure that our “look-back” does not include hours when we did not need supply. IPCAA is concerned that this 
metric could artificially restrict the volume of capacity that is available. 

IPCAA also analyzed the implications to the overall supply mix, given the proposed UCAP calculations. The following tables 
provide an overview of our concerns regarding derates: 

AESO Statistics on UCAP 

Coal Cogen CC SC Hydro Wind Other 

0.75 0.29 0.74 0.84 0.82 0.11 0.4 

 

Alberta Installed Capacity (from 2016 Annual Market Statistics) 

Fuel 
Type 

Coal Cogen CC SC Hydro Wind Other System 
Capacity 

2012 6,286 4,061 823 844 894 1,088 409 14,405 

2013 6,271 4,219 843 844 894 1,088 409 14,568 

2014 6,271 4,483 1,716 944 894 1,434 409 16,151 

2015 6,289 4,518 1,716 996 894 1,463 428 16,304 

2016 6,299 4,729 1,703 916 894 1,445 437 16,423 

 

Installed Capacity * AESO UCAP 

Year Coal Cogen CC SC Hydro Wind Other 

2012 4715 1178 609 709 733 120 164 

2013 4703 1224 624 709 733 120 164 
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2014 4703 1300 1270 793 733 158 164 

2015 4717 1310 1270 837 733 161 171 

2016 4724 1371 1260 769 733 159 175 

 

Derated MW (Installed Capacity – Installed Capacity*AESO UCAP) 

Year Coal Cogen CC SC Hydro Wind Other 
Total 

Derate 

2012 1,572 2,883 214 135 161 968 245 6,178 

2013 1,568 2,995 219 135 161 968 245 6,292 

2014 1,568 3,183 446 151 161 1,276 245 7,030 

2015 1,572 3,208 446 159 161 1,302 257 7,105 

2016 1,575 3,358 443 147 161 1,286 262 7,231 

Average 1,571 3,125 354 145 161 1,160 251 6,767 

 

Based on the AESO’s published installed capacity numbers for 2016 (16,423 MW), the supply fleet would see a derating of 
approximately 7,000 MW of capacity. This, in itself, is only a concern for consumers with regard to how it translates into the 
Demand Curve. Ratepayers do not want to see an over-procurement of capacity due to the mechanics of calculating UCAP.  

IPCAA recommends that the AESO provide a comprehensive explanation to consumers on how the Demand Curve determination 
will account for the derates in the UCAP numbers for our supply mix. 

Otherwise, the Availability Factor approach for dispatchable resources, seems appropriate. 

IPCAA notes that there are some concerns with how UCAP is calculated for variable resource. These were discussed in both the 
Design and Technical Working Group meetings, but for clarity: 

1. Price Responsive Load – historically responded to price signals. When the market was very long (i.e. 2015), the top 100 
hours of SC often fell in hours with low prices, meaning this load did not respond. A “look-back” would not be an 
appropriate evaluation of the capacity value of demand response in Alberta. 
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2. Interties – historically responded to price spreads (arbitrage opportunities). A “look-back” would not be an appropriate 

evaluation of the capacity value of the interties. 

IPCAA notes that the available capacity on the BC/MATL interface appears to be discounted in the analysis of the 100 tightest SC 
hours. Can the AESO explain the rationale for this? 

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

IPCAA can support the UCAP calculation being based on 5 years of historical data. There will be a transition period when we are 
using historical data that does not reflect an environment where suppliers had capacity obligations, and we will need to recognize 
that behavior will likely be different going forward, with an obligation in place. 

There may need to be exceptions made for Price Responsive Load – a shorter time frame to reflect changes in business 
operations and equipment may be more appropriate. 

 

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

The UCAP calculation takes into account planned outages for generators that are captured in the previous 5 years of historical 
data. IPCAA believes the data should be normalized to remove planned outages from the UCAP calculation. Historically, 
generators did not have capacity obligations impacting their planned outage schedules. In the future, a generator will take into 
account planned outages via a proper financial incentive mechanism, including high prices and penalties. 

Using historical data, potentially including long outages, or planned outages that fell within tight supply cushion (but perhaps low 
priced) hours, could introduce a risk of reducing a supplier’s UCAP, when going forward that capacity would be available. 
Consumers are concerned that this type of a situation could lead to over procurement of capacity.  

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. 

At this point, IPCAA is waiting for the results of the resource adequacy model prior to weighing in on the shape of the Demand 
Curve. IPCAA will follow-up with the AESO at that point. 

With what was presented to date, IPCAA remains concerned about the potential for over-procurement. 

IPCAA notes that ratepayers would benefit from additional communication material on the interaction between the Demand Curve 
development and the reliability model. Consumers have many questions on this topic. 

 

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

The AESO’s proposed approach to load forecasting seems appropriate. IPCAA recommends that the AESO pay close 
consideration to: (1) how price responsive load is included; (2) the correlation of cogeneration and on-site load; and (3) including a 
break-out of losses (IPCAA is assuming these will be paid by generators). Ratepayers would like to understand how each of these 
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comments or concerns with the proposed approach? areas translates through to the Demand Curve and impacts the procurement target. 

With regard to the resource adequacy modelling, IPCAA would be interested in seeing some “back-casting” to calibrate how 
Alberta would have performed in previous years. It would also be useful to examine how the AESO is calculating UCAP values 
compared to what is actually on the system. Again, back-casting would provide an informative snapshot of this comparison. Also, 
the expected EEA hours would be an interesting output to examine, as a trend over time. 

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

The proposed Gross CONE estimation approach seems reasonable. 

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

In its modelling, the AESO should account for offer behavior during tight SC hours, as well as the agreed upon or planned market 
power mitigation framework. 

 

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

We will know more on this in April, but for clarity, does the AESO intend to have Brattle and Sargent & Lundy provide a range of 
outcomes for Net CONE – i.e. high, low and expected scenarios? Also, how often will the Net-CONE methodology be reviewed by 
the AESO and stakeholders? 

One additional issue for AESO consideration is the line losses costs for capacity. 

 

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

 

 


