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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/
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Name: Darwin Gillies Organization: Insitu Power Corporation  

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? 

 

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? 

I believe that the AESO needs to strongly consider how price responsible loads can potentially participate in the Supply Side of the 
Capacity Market with proposed rules that essentially make it impractical. 

For example, large industrial loads are certainly unique from electrical generators; 

- Their demand is made up from multiple electric motors and demand can vary significantly depending on the products being 
produced.  

- Their market is typically outside the boundaries of Alberta, and as such ability to participate in electricity market (energy, AS 
or capacity) can change annually and even daily. 

Rules such as tighter dispatch tolerances and must offer obligations for future capacity auctions or delisting may be appropriate for 
generation MW but are likely difficult for industrial demand response participation. 

In addition, while industrial loads are prepared to shed MW, they cannot ramp up in a similar fashion. The AESO has traditionally 
recognized the operation of price responsive loads, however current market design does not seem to address the unique 
characteristics of this resource. 

 

With the small number of large price responsive loads (typically transmission connected) that are well known to the AESO – I would 
recommend a more focused (alternative) approach to including these customers in potential capacity market 
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CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

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. 

Support shorter settlement time periods, which can certainly benefit price responsive loads in the event they are forced to continue to 
self-dispatch to manage costs.  

Unfortunately, the design of the capacity market appears to be reducing if not eliminating any price volatility, which should still be 
required during periods of scarcity to provide appropriate response signals 

Responsive loads can provide strong flexibility in times of scarcity or system events. The AESO should consider a product that is 
designed for large industrial consumers that takes advantage of this resource, reflects its unique character, while providing benefit to 
all customers. 
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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? 

It is not immediately clear why the 0.9 RSI was chosen, and how many companies are potentially impacted, how often the ex-ante 
mitigation will be applied. 

What visibility will pool participants will have with respect to when ex-ante mitigation is applied and to whom? 

The 3X conduct threshold seems like a possible regulatory burden. How are costs approved and which parties will be asked to submit 
their costs? How will that be determined? Are all generation assets within the Pivotal Supplier portfolio subjected to the 3X threshold? 

Would it be easier to develop a proxy unit that could establish the threshold for all generating assets? Similar to the CONE proxy unit? 
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CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

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) 

Until a compelling cost / benefit is presented, I support leaving items such as SCUC and BDAM out of scope. 

Not sure that shortage pricing should be bundled with price cap and negative pricing and taken out of scope. 

General overall comment – as a representative of large flexible industrial load. 

These customers have been active participants in Alberta’s deregulated electricity (energy only) market. To manage costs, the key 
is active participation ie. 

- Responding to hourly price signals 
- Participating in ancillary services market, operating reserves, load shed service 
- Responding to tariffs (transmission) in manner that lower costs and provide long term system benefits 

Large price responsive customers have managed to thrive in Alberta creating jobs and diversifying economy. 

Given the AESO modelling of expected overall costs (Capacity + Energy) with little or no price volatility, the proposed rules 
surrounding capacity market participation, and uncertain tariff design (both for transmission and capacity market) – it appears it will be 
difficult for large customers to manage electricity costs to acceptable levels 
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General Comments:  Any comments on relevant scope areas of the CMD that are not addressed above 

 

 


