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The AESO invites stakeholders to provide comments on the final Comprehensive Market Design (CMD Final). All feedback (whether it be general or specific in nature) will assist in the development of the suite of ISO rules for the 
implementation of the capacity market.  With respect to comments provided in relation to the “Specific Feedback Questions”, please note that your responses will also help to inform future consultation activities, including the topics to be 
discussed during upcoming stakeholder sessions expected to be planned for the end of July/early August. 

Please review the instructions below and submit your feedback to capacitymarket@aeso.ca no later than 3:00 p.m. on Friday, July 20, 2018. 

The AESO will post all feedback “as received” on www.aeso.ca  by Wednesday, July 25, 2018. Please note that the names of the parties submitting each completed comment matrix will be included in this posting. Please also note that the 
AESO will not be responding to individual submissions.   

Instructions 
• Stakeholders are requested to provide all feedback on CMD Final within this matrix.  

- if it is believed necessary to submit additional supporting documentation, please clearly indicate which section of CMD Final or topic your document refers to. No handwritten comments will be accepted.  
 

 Please input your name and the organization you are representing in the comment boxes provided below each CMD Final section. Your contact information is requested in each section for ease of sorting and compiling feedback from all 
stakeholders. 
- Press Shift + Return to enter paragraph breaks within a comment box. 
- Comment boxes will automatically expand if additional room for feedback is required.  

 

If you have any questions about this comment matrix, please email capacitymarket@aeso.ca 

 

 

 

 

mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
http://www.aeso.ca/
mailto:capacitymarket@aeso.ca
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CMD Final Glossary  
1) Which, if any, of the defined terms in the glossary do you find vague, confusing, or unnecessary? Please identify each defined term and explain how it may be improved. 

(insert response here) 

2) What gaps or disconnects may exist as between the glossary and the sections of CMD Final? Please identify any relevant terms, definitions, and/or specific content in CMD Final.  

(insert response here) 

3) Which, if any, of the definitions in the glossary contradict the AESO’s current Consolidated Authoritative Document Glossary? Please identify each term and corresponding definition, and describe the concern. 

(insert response here) 

4) Which terms, if any, do you believe are missing from the glossary? Please provide each term that is missing and suggest an appropriate definition. 

(insert response here) 

5) Do you have any other feedback specific to the glossary that you would like to provide? 

(insert response here) 

 

Name: Tory Whiteside Organization: REA Working Group  
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CMD Final Section 2:  Supply Participation  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

The design of this section especially in the treatment of refurbished assets appears to potentially create scenarios where new assets may be precluded from entering the market by the dual offer methodology accorded to refurbished 
assets which is at odds with desired goals of the capacity market. 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

The use of two independent offers for a “potential” refurbished offer and the affect this has on clearing prices using the multistage clearing mechanism 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

The AESO is also specifically requesting feedback on the following question(s): 

1) Is the description of the required thresholds to be classified as a refurbished asset clear?  Yes 

What additional considerations or further detail may be required, regarding the determination of these thresholds? 

2) Is the description of the mechanics of making refurbishment offers and the associated market clearing mechanism clear? If not, please explain. 

The mechanics of refurbishment offers are clear, but the REA WG is confused about the ability of the unit to offer above the price cap with a free option to take the price cap if the offer is not cleared. Despite the fact that this block is 
inflexible and must clear all or nothing. The AESO definition of a refurbished asset is one that will make significant investment to continue operations. If the costs of the refurbishment cannot be recovered in the auction, then isn’t the 
asset uneconomic? If so, then wouldn’t it be forced to delist? If this was a new asset that was prequalified, and it cleared above the price cap but below the offer of the refurbished asset isn’t this a signal that the refurbished asset is the 
right choice for the market – why would this asset potentially be put back into the offer curve under another new assets offer and push them out of a clearing position. The dual clearing mechanism feel like a hedge against supply 
retirements without a belief that the replacement volumes will enter the market. 

3) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the conditions under which temporarily delisted assets can return to service during an obligation period? 

If an asset needs to temporarily economically delist due to economic decisions the REA WG is concerned as to what type of notice the asset must give before returning to service in an obligation period – a unit could virtually 
temporarily delist via it’s offers without economically delisting, therefore the REA WG is uncertain if there is truly a connection between not clearing in the capacity market and economically delisting. If capacity payments are actually the 
missing money needed for a generator to run profitably and an asset does attain these capacity payments, then the REA WG is concerned that the asset would be able to return to service in the obligation period based on increased 
energy prices – this certainly appears to resemble economic withholding.   

 

 

     

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

(insert response here) 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 2:  Supply Participation  
 

Name: Tory Whiteside Organization: REA Working Group  

 



 

      Page 5 Public 
 

CMD Final Section 3:  Calculation of UCAP  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

The REA WG believes that the AESO would benefit from letting entities choose their own UCAP and then vetting this. The penalty structure in the market is such that it is unlikely that entities would overstate UCAP and the AESO’s 
concern that the capacity would be withheld to increase prices seems extremely cautionary considering the mitigation regime in place and the ex post evaluation of market behaviour by the MSA. The AESO would save a lot of 
administrative workload, analytical burden and reliance on historical data from different market conditions if this was implemented.  

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

The REA WG would have appreciated some numerical examples at a unit or fleet level to understand the approximate limits generated by the proposed UCAP range methodology. At what point does a new capacity assets historical 
data form it’s UCAP – existing assets have a UCAP determined on five years of data, but section 3.1.11 suggests: 

“As operating history becomes available, the AESO will calculate UCAP using a combination of class-average data, production or load estimates, or data based on a jurisdictional review and the capacity asset’s observed capability (or 
production data for capacity factor assets) during the tightest supply cushion hours until the point in time the asset reaches the required minimum number of tight supply cushion hours for calculating UCAP using solely the capacity 
asset’s historical data, as follows: 

• Variable capacity assets, such as wind, solar and run of river hydro assets, are required to have production data in a minimum of 300 tightest supply cushion hours. 

• All other capacity asset types, apart from variable capacity assets, will require production or available capability data, depending on if the asset is a capacity factor or availability factor asset, in a minimum of 250 tightest supply 
cushion hours.” 

Does this mean that after this period of time the assets UCAP is solely based on this data or is a blend of this data and class average, production and load estimates? Does a new asset only need 250 data points to form a UCAP and 
an existing asset uses all 1250? If an existing asset only has 750 data points is that all that is used to calculate UCAP? This is somewhat unclear based on the document. 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

1) Is the regression-based approach to determining UCAP for gross dispatched self-suppliers clear?  What additional considerations or further detail may be required, to sufficiently describe this approach? 

2) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the process for determining external resource UCAPs?   

3) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the UCAP refinement process?  Determination of availability via distribution system constraints vs. transmission constraints – if you are DG asset but out of 
service due to a transmission providers work is this still a distribution system outage?  

4) Should the list of events under which a refinement request can be submitted as provided in section 3.2.2.a.i be further defined? The  If so, please provide your suggestions. 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

The REA WG fears that the AESO methodology will undervalue the capacity in the province resulting in over procurement of capacity and increased customer costs. There is very little capacity supply overhang in the AESO’s calculated UCAP, 
does not align with the existing reserve margin – suggesting that the AESO interpretation of UCAP as tight supply MWs may be too narrow a definition for the Alberta market. The REA WG believes that the data collection systems necessary to 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 3:  Calculation of UCAP  
collect better unit outage information to allow for the future implementation of an EFORd system should be considered as part of the capacity market implementation  

Name: Tory Whiteside Organization: REA Working Group  
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CMD Final Section 4:  Calculation of demand curve parameters  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

The Demand Curve has not been finalized, however in it’s current incarnation the REA WG believes that it will lead over procurement of capacity and undervaluing the cost of reliability – therefore not achieving the reliability standard at 
the lowest cost for consumers. 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

(insert response here) 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

The REA WG understands the rationale for the move to “frequency at the cap” methodology. However, the REA WG believes that the proposed 5% rate grossly overstates the potential for adequacy concerns and will pass these inflated risk 
management costs to consumers – who cannot avoid these costs and are paying for insurance they don’t need. The minimum resource adequacy target can be achieved through the combination of base and rebalancing auctions, but as the 
frequency at the cap is only based on the main auction results, the REA WG believes that a 10% frequency at the cap level is adequate based on the potential to acquire additional necessary volume in the rebalancing auctions.  

The mechanism chosen by the AESO to calculate energy and AS offsets is not ideal and the REA WG feels with less time constraints a well thought out and developed modelling process could be created. Moving forward the REA WG would 
like to see the AESO create a forecasting model that they would use to come up with these figures. Historically the AESO has not been involved in forward price forecasting, but their role in the capacity market almost assures that they will 
need to develop this modelling set as the market stabilizes. In the interim the chosen methodology is not ideal due to the general forward market illiquidity and ability to influence price without transacting via NGX settles. 

Name: Tory Whiteside  Organization: REA Working Group  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 5:  Base auction  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

(insert response here) 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

 (insert response here) 

 

Name: Tory Whiteside  Organization: REA Working Group  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 6:  Rebalancing auction  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

(insert response here) 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

(insert response here) 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

(insert response here) 

 

Name: Tory Whiteside  Organization: REA Working Group  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 7:  Capacity market monitoring and mitigation 

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

No – the AESO provided a lot of data and analysis that demonstrated 50% of net CONE would allow most technology types to recover their full net going-forward costs. The move to 80% of net CONE is not going to incent market 
investment but will cost consumers in auction years where oversupply exist and the base auctions clear at the offer cap  –the least cost solution was in place and the move to 80% to save administrative burden when the AESO has 
chosen to adopt administrative burden on the UCAP side is not completely comprehensible. 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

(insert response here) 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

1) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding how the AESO will conduct the ex ante market power screen to identify firms that will be subject to capacity market mitigation? 

2) What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the determination of asset specific offer caps? 

 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

This REA WG believes that the change to the capacity offer cap is a short-sighted decision; however, it is better than their other proposed option that all units would be capped at net-CONE, so if change was immanent this was the lesser of 
the two evils. Despite the AESO’s provided rational, this will not be a change that attracts investment into the province due to lessened mitigation. However, it definitely will cost consumers more money as the offer cap will likely act as clearing 
price due to our oversupplied market 

Name: 6T Organization: REA Working Group  

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 8:  Supply obligations and performance assessments  

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

Based on the structure proposed, there is still some chance that excess funds will be reallocated to consumers although likely not in meaningful amounts. While the penalty structure is still quite strict, the combination of more 
assessment hours and the ability to determine after the fact volume reallocation will reduce some of the risk to generators. That said, it will not do much to reduce costs to consumers. Once capacity is procured the cost is incurred by 
the customer base, how that risk is apportioned amongst generators is likely not a mitigating factor.  

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

Does ex post volume reallocation count against future UCAP calculations? Or does all substitution keep an assets UCAP whole just for obligation/settlement purposes? 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 

1)  What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding how the AESO will assess whether demand response assets have obtained a sufficient load volume prior to the second rebalancing auction? 

2)  What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding how the performance of external capacity assets will be measured during availability and delivery assessment periods? 

3) Should the list of events under which availability and delivery assessments will not be conducted as provided in section 8.2.39 be further defined?  If so, please provide your suggestions. 

 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

 

Name: Tory Whiteside Organization: REA Working Group  

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 9:  Settlement and credit requirements 

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

The REA WG believes that this is very evidently not assuring anything re clarity of low costs for consumers. At this point we know that capacity costs are going to be allocated through a tariff and not much else. In general, it would have 
been nice to have allocation methodology working in parallel with these proceedings to develop a more unified approach. The REA WG is concerned that capacity costs are unavoidable at a consumer level as they cannot be hedged, 
and this is not an ideal situation for consumers that already pay much more in other elements than commodity costs on their existing monthly bills. 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

(insert response here) 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

(insert response here) 

 

Name: Tory Whiteside Organization: REA Working Group  

 

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf
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CMD Final Section 10:  Roadmap for changes in the Energy and Ancillary Services Markets    

GENERAL FEEDBACK QUESTIONS  

1) Please provide your feedback as to whether the design in this section meets the desired end state and criteria set out for Alberta’s capacity market design? 

(insert response here) 

2) Which, if any, of the concepts or details discussed in this section are unclear or confusing? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this? 

The REA WG does not fully understand how making an “offer” in the AS market whether successful or not should allow these assets to avoid price mitigation vs. clearing in the AS market? 

3) What gaps or disconnects may exist in this section? What should be added or clarified in the ISO rules to address this?   

(insert response here) 

4) In addition to 2) and 3) above, what other factors or information should the AESO consider as it drafts the ISO rules for this section?  

(insert response here) 

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK QUESTION 

1)  What additional considerations or further detail may be required regarding the determination of the asset-specific reference price for non-thermal, energy-limited assets?  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any additional comments you may have on this section here. 

Although price mitigation still exists, the AESO is bending over backwards to make this a loose mitigation that escalates rapidly as supply cushion erodes. While the REA WG felt the proposed change to 2x operating costs in CMD3 
was unreasonable, there really does not appear to be the need for scarcity adjustment. On one hand the AESO does not want to dilute the value of UCAP by extending the number of tight supply hour data points, however the AESO 
then dilutes the exact same concept in energy market by creating a scarcity measure at 1000 MWs of supply cushion – well beyond 250 top shot supply hours used for UCAP.  

 

Name: Tory Whiteside Organization: REA Working Group  

 

 

https://www.aeso.ca/assets/Uploads/Final-DES-criteria-and-assumptions-v2-final.pdf

	Instructions

