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The AESO is requesting written feedback from the Capacity Market Design Working Group (DWG) members about the content of the first draft Comprehensive Market Design (CMD 1) and 
about the working group session in which CMD 1 was discussed. This draft comment matrix is provided in advance to help working group members prepare for their upcoming session. 
Following the working group session, the AESO will post a final comment matrix one (1) day after the session. This final comment matrix should be completed by working group members 
within four (4) business days. The final feedback matrix is intended for working group members to provide written feedback about CMD 1 or the content of their working group session that is 
within the scope of their working group.  

The AESO will post all comment matrices and any other feedback received from working group members on www.aeso.ca and on the Capacity Market SharePoint site. 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 

http://www.aeso.ca/
mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
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Name: Martin Schultz  Organization: Morgan Stanley Capital Group  

Date: Feb 22, 2018 

CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

1. UCAP: Can you support using Availability factor for 

dispatchable resources? Does the approach meet the 

intent of a resource neutral approach to capacity 

volume that reflects the deliverability of energy during 

periods of tight system conditions? 

Regarding determination of the capacity-value limit of the Intertie in determining UCAP for External Resources from section 2.3 of 

CMD1. 

Historical import volumes do not reflect available intertie capacity due to the fact that importers have been required to offer imports 

as a $0 price-taker. As a result, the decision whether to import is based on a T-2 forecasted price spread between AESO and 

adjacent markets. The volume to be imported will generally depend on how deep in-the-money the price spread is forecasted to be, 

which will not necessarily happen during the tightest supply cushion hours.  

With the ability to offer price /quantity pairs in the future, importers will be able to offer the full amount of available import capacity 

at price levels that meet their economic thresholds. In consideration of this, MSCG proposes that intertie UCAP be determined 

based on potential imports during the tightest 100 supply cushion hours. Here it would be assumed that max import capacity would 

have been offered at all interties during the hours being evaluated. Any intertie derates/outages would apply, as well as the 

combined BC/MATL import limit using the BC/MATL capacity allocation methodology. 

2. Payment Adjustment Mechanism: Can you support 

using a 60/40 performance/ availability framework? 

Does the approach achieve the intent of higher 

adjustments to performance periods? 

Yes to both.  

3. Payment Adjustment Mechanism: Can you support a 

monthly cap at 300%? Does the approach achieve the 

intent of reasonably limiting adjustment payments? 

MSCG believes that 300% would reasonably limit adjustment payments. However, it would prefer to see a less severe monthly cap 

that’s more in line with other markets in order to attract new investment. 

4. Payment Adjustment Mechanism: Can you support a 

1.3x annual revenue/ rebalancing assessment limit? 

Does the approach achieve the intent of ensuring 

capacity resources are available for the obligation 

period? 

MSCG believes the approach would achieve the intent of ensuring capacity resources are available for the obligation period. 

However, it would prefer to see a less severe annual limit that’s more in line with other markets in order to attract new investment.  

5. Market Power Mitigation: Can you support setting a 

market power screen as a fixed percentage of 

Yes to both 
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CMD Key Design Questions Comments and / or Recommendations 

aggregate UCAP requirement for the auction? Does 

the approach meet the needs of mitigating supplier 

market power? 

6. Market Power Mitigation: Is a price cap of 50% of net 

CONE appropriate to mitigate the offers of suppliers 

with market power? 

No comment. 

7. Market Power Mitigation: Do you think there is 

sufficient support that mitigation of buyer side market 

power is not initially required in the capacity market? 

No comment 

8. Delisting: Are there some circumstances where the 

delist bid of an asset does not clear but the asset 

continues to participate in the energy market? 

MSCG believes that market participants should have the option to participate in the energy market regardless of whether their 

assets clear in the capacity market auction. 

9. Delisting: Should a resource be able to delist from the 

capacity market but be eligible to participate in the 

energy and ancillary services market? For example: 

a. An asset of a non-mitigated supplier fails to 

clear, should it be allowed to continue energy 

market participation? 

b. For long outage requirements that are for a 

substantial portion of the year? 

See #8. 

10. Transition to Capacity Market: Is a rebalancing 

auction for first obligation period 2021/22 required and 

practical? 

Given this will be the first ever AESO capacity market auction, there is potential for more rebalancing requirements by market 

participants than anticipated, and therefore, MSCG believes one rebalancing auction would be extremely beneficial. 

 

General Comments 
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