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Dear Sir/Madam, 

REZ access rights and scheme design: Central-West Orana Consultation Paper 

 
The Clean Energy Council (CEC) is the peak body for the clean energy industry in Australia. We 

represent over 900 of the leading businesses operating in renewable energy, energy storage and 

renewable hydrogen. We are committed to accelerating Australia’s clean energy transformation.  

 
The CEC welcomes the opportunity to comment on the NSW Department of Planning, Industry and 
Environment’s (DPIE, the Department) Consultation Paper on the Central West Orana (CWO) 
Renewable Energy Zone (REZ) access scheme as part of the Electricity Infrastructure Roadmap.  

We strongly support the Department’s work to facilitate 12GW of network capacity across five 
REZs1 as part of the wider Roadmap development and recognises the significance of designing an 
effective access scheme to support this.  

The CEC also recognises the particular significance of getting the design right for the CWO REZ, 
following its formal declaration in late 2021. The work being undertaken by the Department, AEMO 
Services and the NSW Consumer Trustee to operationalise the REZ by the fourth quarter of 20222 
is of central importance, as it will shape how other REZs are implemented. It will also likely be 
observed and built upon by other jurisdictions as they implement their own REZs. 

This consultation has highlighted the highly complex nature of addressing access in the context of 
NSW REZs. The design of this scheme is challenging given the debate around open access which 
has been ongoing for a number of years, as well as recent developments made through the Energy 
Security Board’s (ESB) post-2025 market design and recent AEMC rule changes such as 
Integrating Energy Storage and Efficient Management of System Strength.  
 
Given this complexity, further detailed analysis and worked examples are required to understand 
the interactions with these developments, and implications on project developers, investors, long-
term owners and NSW energy consumers. The CEC is also looking for further detail on the many 
technical elements of the access scheme design; the specific settings of these multiple technical 
elements will, in aggregate, have a significant impact on the effectiveness of the REZ itself. 
 
The CEC is also keen to work with the Department, the Consumer Trustee and EnergyCo to ensure 
that these critical details are correctly established now. This is important to minimise the risk of 
future re-work, which would ultimately delay REZ development and stifle project investment.  

 

 

1 https://www.energy.nsw.gov.au/government-and-regulation/electricity-infrastructure-roadmap#LTESAs  
2 https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/about_aemo/aemo-services/iio-report-2021.pdf?la=en  

mailto:Electricity.Roadmap@dpie.nsw.gov.au
https://www.energy.nsw.gov.au/government-and-regulation/electricity-infrastructure-roadmap#LTESAs
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/about_aemo/aemo-services/iio-report-2021.pdf?la=en
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The CEC therefore supports further work on the proposed scheme to address these risks, deliver 
timely investment of renewable generation, storage and infrastructure and achieve efficient 
outcomes for NSW consumers. 
 
Our submission explores these themes in covering: 

1. Broad risks and considerations of REZ development 
2. Treatment of storage and Network Use of System (NUOS) 
3. Procurement and incentive arrangements for system strength 
4. Connection process and standards 

 
As it stands, the CEC considers there remains material risk for developers, investors, long-term 
asset owners and NSW consumers. Further consideration of these risks beyond that outlined in 
the consultation paper is needed. This includes: 
 
Social license / community risk 

 
The CEC commends the speed at which NSW REZs are being developed, supporting the timely 
buildout of renewable generation. However, this gives rise to construction, supplier and 
counterparty concentration risks which will significantly impact local communities in REZ areas. 
While these risks have been considered in the context of Long-term Energy Service Agreements 
(LTESA) by AEMO Services as the Consumer Trustee3, we consider that the Department has not 
adequately mitigated or planned for these risks in REZ development to date.  

 
There will inevitably be impacts on local communities during the construction phase of the large 
number of expected projects to be built in any given REZ. These include road closures, increases 
in traffic and in rental prices. While there are significant benefits that will accrue to communities 
within REZs due to renewable energy projects, if not well managed and effectively coordinated to 
minimise the impact, disruptions could diminish community support for either individual renewable 
projects or broader REZ development. This in turn presents a risk to timely completion of individual 
projects and to timely delivery of the overall objectives of REZ development. Furthermore, any 
adverse impacts represent a risk to developers’ Environmental Social Governance (ESG) 
objectives and could therefore influence investment decisions. 

 
The degree of impact on local communities may be further exacerbated if the physical buildout of 
generation assets occurs in a compressed timeframe. This could occur as an outworking of several 
detailed design choices, such as the limited 15-year tenor of the access right contracts, which may 
create a strong first mover bias and result in many projects being built shortly after the 
commencement of the 15-year period by participants eager to maximise the value of their access. 
The 'batching’ framework for the connections process may also have a similar impact; by aligning 
finalisation of financial close and system modelling for multiple generation projects, this could see 
a large number of projects commence construction simultaneously. The detailed mechanism of 
these effects is explored below, however their potential social impact on local communities must 
be fully appreciated. 
 
The Department should further consider the effectiveness of charging fees for community and 
employment purpose in meeting the Roadmap objectives and delivering efficient investment 
outcomes. While Community Enhancement Funds are traditionally used in project development, 
there is also a planning element to ensuring adequate community outcomes across the multiple 

 

 

3 https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/about_aemo/aemo-services/competitive-tender-discussion-guide.docx?la=en  

https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/about_aemo/aemo-services/competitive-tender-discussion-guide.docx?la=en
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projects which will be constructed at any given point in the development of the REZ, as discussed 
in the context of social license above. The CEC considers this planning and community 
engagement is at least as important in meeting community objectives over the life of the REZ as 
any financial arrangements which would be funded through access fees. 
 
The CEC therefore recommends the Department:  
 
1) engages in clear and transparent communication with individual communities about the length 

of time that construction may take and what to expect (e.g., road closures) 
2) plan to stagger the construction of projects. This will not only avoid the cumulative impacts of 

the issues mentioned above, but it will also be cheaper as it will avoid the inflation of wages 
caused by short-term worker shortages in construction. Furthermore, learning 
workers/apprenticeship targets will be unable to be met if all projects happen at the same time.  

3) Unpack and appreciate the out-workings of the various detailed elements of the REZ design, 
such as the batching process and the tenor of the access rights. 

 
 

Physical and financial impacts on parties outside the geographical REZ 
 

Given the breadth of REZ development across NSW, the proposed access scheme and associated 
connections will materially impact new and existing project proponents. There more generally 
remains material risk around the development of the REZ scheme and related policy uncertainty 
which is currently impacting investors. This is being faced by proponents both within and outside 
of REZs and has the potential to stifle investment across this state, through regulatory uncertainty 
around the development of the REZ scheme. This is driven by specific design elements such as 
the proposed control mechanism which consider how the scheme generally applies to projects 
connecting to declared REZ infrastructure, which may fall outside of the geographical boundary of 
the REZ. This is the case for the CWO REZ, where the declared REZ infrastructure includes some 
parts of existing lines and new lines outside of the REZ.  
 
The CEC acknowledges that this is clarified for projects which may have already started 
development - through the cut-off date proposed in the context of the control mechanism of the 
scheme. However, further consultation is needed with industry on the adequacy of this mechanism. 
The lead time considered for the control mechanism – which is currently proposed as 6 months - 
must be adequate to support existing proponents. Overall, further work is needed to avoid 
unintended consequences for projects not seeking REZ connection or an LTESA as this could 
stymie investment in areas of the current network where it is efficient and competitive to build.  
 
Cost of capital and risk allocation 

 
The risks described above may also impact the cost of capital and more broadly result in inefficient 
allocation of costs between NSW consumers and developers. The Department should further 
consider the impacts to consumers of differing cost allocation of the REZ between traditionally 
regulated network service providers and generators via the access fee. This should inform design 
of the access scheme (specifically access fees) and broader REZ design to ensure efficient 
allocation of risk to parties with access to the lowest cost of capital - where this would achieve the 
best outcomes for NSW consumers. The CEC understands the Department is aware of the risks 
associated with setting access fees too high which would disincentivise projects from locating in 
the REZ. 
 
Access fees are also an important component of access design. We acknowledge that the format 
of the fee has significant impacts on proponents’ decision to locate in the REZ. We understand that 
some combination of one-off upfront payment and an annuity is being considered by the 
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Department and that this fee will be charged at a flat rate per MW consistently across all projects, 
rather than a competitive process in determining the fee amount. The CEC supports this approach 
if the flat fee is set at an efficient level that ensures NSW consumers and proponents benefit in the 
long run.  
 
The Department must implement the access scheme and broader REZ design in a consistent and 
predictable manner, to minimise uncertainty and risk which could otherwise adversely impact cost 
of capital for proponents and disincentivise development in the state. There is also a need to 
consider intertemporal allocation of risk amongst parties. The Department should consider the likely 
project lifecycle and ownership structure of REZ projects and how this may impact consumers in 
the long run.  

 
The need for system planning in transmission buildout  
 
The CEC strongly supports timely and efficient buildout of transmission to support renewable 
generation as thermal generation closures occur. Network planning around the physical 
requirements of the system is needed in light of these closures and broader network developments 
as highlighted in AEMO’s Integrated System Plan4. The Department must ensure REZ 
development does not disincentivise efficient investment in new renewable capacity prior to thermal 
closures and as transmission capacity is freed up outside of REZ areas.  

 
Lacking guidance on the distribution of responsibilities and liability between the existing 
transmission operator and the REZ operator 

 
The handoff between the Primary Transmission Network Service Provider (TNSP) and the REZ 
operator must be clearly defined within the REZ scheme and specifically the tripartite Connection 
Agreement to minimise uncertainty for the proponent. This is relevant both physically in the network 
and contractually. For example, it is reasonable to expect a high degree of coordination with the 
existing network service provider given system strength procurement and REZ access standards 
would impact the Primary TNSP. Further work and engagement are expected between these 
parties to clarify these responsibilities and how they impact project proponents. 

 
The need for regulatory flexibility and industry engagement  
 
Throughout consultation, the Department, EnergyCo and AEMO Services as the Consumer 
Trustee have indicated openness to learnings being applied iteratively over the development of the 
Roadmap. This is driven by the high level of complexity and numerous frameworks being 
implemented at once under the Roadmap. The CEC is supportive of flexibility being built into the 
new Roadmap regulatory frameworks. This will allow for the frameworks to adapt over time if this 
becomes necessary, allowing for the incorporations of any learnings made during operation with 
the market. This will be particularly applicable to the ongoing refinement of the LTESA tender 
scheme and REZ access scheme, as well as the technical detail associated with the inverter access 
standards.   
 
This flexibility could be formalised through a review process to ensure frameworks are achieving 
efficient outcomes for NSW consumers. We also consider that a process which allows industry to 
propose key reforms would help in the ongoing development of the scheme, similar to the way that 
the national electricity rules frameworks can be adapted and developed through a Rule change 
process. Finally, some form of industry-led advisory council is also likely to add value, particularly 

 

 

4 https://aemo.com.au/energy-systems/major-publications/integrated-system-plan-isp/2022-integrated-system-plan-isp  

https://aemo.com.au/energy-systems/major-publications/integrated-system-plan-isp/2022-integrated-system-plan-isp
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in relation to more technical elements, such as access standards and approaches to system 
security and control; the AEMC Reliability Panel provides a useful template of how such a body 
might be constituted and operate.    

 
Curtailment target 

 
The CEC understands that the proposed curtailment target of 0.3% considers curtailment caused 
within the REZ, but excludes the curtailment caused by factors outside of the geographical 
boundary of the REZ. Additionally, it appears this target may change for different REZs.  
 
The level of curtailment associated with the scheme is central to the value of access rights 
purchased by connecting generators. It is therefore critical that there is as much transparency as 
possible around the method used to estimate likely curtailment. This includes full transparency as 
to assumptions, inputs and methodologies used in any modelling to estimate the degree of 
curtailment. This modelling must itself include market as well as power system modelling, to ensure 
that both physical and economic curtailment are effectively captured.  
 
Given this target is critical to the access scheme, we welcome further consultation with industry 
and all relevant network businesses around the design of the curtailment target mechanism.  
 
Treatment of storage and NUOS 
 
Storage can play a key role in maintaining the security and reliability of the CWO REZ, and therefore 
delivering the lowest cost of energy for consumers. It is encouraging to see that the Department 
has recognised these benefits in the design of the access and LTESA arrangements. However, 
there are a number of issues that remain to be resolved to fully capture the benefit that storage can 
provide to NSW customers through better REZ design. 
 
We therefore consider that the Department should reassess certain design elements of the REZ 
design as this applies to storage.  
 
As we understand, storage in the REZ is encouraged via three mechanisms:  

1) fixed shape and fixed volume generation LTESA, which may give rise to co-located storage 
through hybrid generating systems;  

2) the LDS LTESA, which is applicable to 8-hour storage assets; and  
3) access rights under Allocations 2 and 3,  

 
We also note that centralised storage is considered in the context of system strength (discussed 
further below).  
 
The CEC strongly supports a technology neutral approach to meeting system requirements within 
a specific REZ. It is clear that a diverse mix of storage assets are required to deliver energy reliably 
and securely to NSW consumers and support the objectives of the Roadmap. Efficient development 
and power system management is required to ensure reliability and security - this includes 
coordination of fast-response flexible capacity (complementing the output of wind and solar 
generation within a given REZ), efficient network utilisation, and provision of essential system 
services such as frequency and voltage control, inertia and system strength.  
 
The CEC therefore urges the Department to reassess certain design elements of the combined 
LTESA / access right framework, to enable the most efficient mix of storage technologies to 
participate in both schemes.  
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While recognising that the details of LTESA design are not the focus of this access paper, we 
encourage a reassessment of the eligibility criteria for LDS LTESAs, as this will have material 
impacts on the cost of the access arrangements to deliver the CWO REZ. The current approach to 
eligibility is based on operating at registered capacity for a continuous eight-hour period.  
 
This has the effect of excluding most short to medium duration storage from being eligible for LDS 
LTESAs. This in turn excludes short to medium term storage from Allocation 1 of the access 
arrangements. Assuming that the bulk of generation and storage investment in the REZ occurs 
through Allocation 1, this may in turn mean that the foundation REZ may not be able to benefit from 
having the most efficient mix of storage technologies. This may in turn increase costs for 
consumers. 
 
Further detail is also required around the operation of storage assets. For example, the interaction 
between the 8-hour continuous dispatch requirement intrinsic to Long-Duration Storage (LDS) 
LTESA, and the Maximum Capacity Profile design element of access for projects is unclear. For 
example, it is unclear how the requirement to operate at registered capacity (currently effectively 
maximum registered capacity), for a continuous 8-hour period, interacts with the requirement to 
potentially operate at lower levels in accordance with the maximum capacity profile.  
 
Guidance should be provided on the interaction between these two design elements if the 8-hour 
dispatch falls across more than one of the four periods of the Maximum Capacity Profile, as this 
could result in underutilisation as an unintended consequence of this design. The CEC considers 
any restrictions placed on the operating profile of storage (as exemplified above) would reduce the 
value these assets delivering value for the grid and NSW consumers. The CEC also supports equal 
treatment of these assets with respect to competitive dispatch, ensuring efficient outcomes for NSW 
consumers. 
 
Additionally, the Department should clarify whether there is intention to include short-duration or 
standalone storage as part of Allocation 3 where these technologies could support additional 
network capacity where they are able to act as ‘virtual transmission’ to relieve congestion, stability 
or thermal limits etc.  
 
We also outline the current barriers being faced by developers in altering projects behind the 
connection point, namely faced during battery storage retrofits. This is an issue area currently being 
addressed by the CEC, but it remains a major impediment for the development of hybrid plant from 
existing assets. We suggest that the scheme design does not introduce additional costs or 
complexity in situations such as this when Project Characteristics are required to be modified. For 
example, the scheme should minimise adverse implications of this design, such as complexities 
associated with adapting Generator Performance Standards (GPS) through the activation of the 
NER clause 5.3.9 provisions.  
 
In regard to network charging, the CEC supports the decision not to charge storage projects for 
Transmission Use of System (TUOS) to recover the cost of New REZ infrastructure. This follows 
our submission to the AEMC’s Integrating Energy Storage rule change which outlined that storage 
should not be equated with traditional load but should be treated equally to other supply-side assets 
which do not pay use of system charges. This partially recognises the full suite of critical system 
services which storage technologies are able to provide. Pumped hydropower and battery storage 
units are well placed to provide system services if the regulatory frameworks are set up correctly 
to support investment. Storage will be an important component of REZs, and proponents should 
have an incentive to build both standalone and hybrid plants. 
 
In the context of shared network TUOS, the decision around the application or exemption of TUOS 
to these projects should be made with guidance from the existing network service provider. This 
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more broadly has implications for storage projects outside of REZ boundaries and is relevant in 
any decision to exempt storage from TUOS. We encourage clarification on TUOS charging as well 
as how the characteristics of storage as discussed above may influence the approach to access 
fees.  
 
While the consultation paper suggested centralised storage may be a cost-effective solution to 
providing the above network requirements, supporting efficient utilisation and reducing curtailment, 
this is not fully unpacked in the design of the access scheme set out in this paper. Further work is 
needed around the installation of centralised storage, the system services this would provide and 
the incentive scheme supporting competitive tender for such an asset. 
 
Similarly, while centralised storage can support reliability and security, it is important to maintain 
competitive tension between regulated network businesses and the private market for the provision 
of these centralised storage assets. In particular, the REZ design must actively allow for and 
encourage these centralised services to be provided as non-network solutions, through network 
support agreements.  
 
Procurement and incentive arrangements for system strength 
 
The CEC supports the development of mechanisms to proactively deliver system strength, given 
the fundamental role of this system service in maintaining grid stability.  
 
Wherever possible, we consider that the national frameworks for system strength should be 
adopted and applied within the REZ. Consistency with the national frameworks will reduce 
regulatory complexity for investors and reduce costs for consumers. We therefore support the 
Department (through EnergyCo) making use of the national framework as developed through the 
recent Management of System Strength rule change, which explored supply-side, demand-side 
and coordination considerations.  
 
The CEC recognises that a key objective of the proposed CWO REZ system strength framework 
appears to be to ensure simplicity for proponents, by making the REZ Operator solely responsible 
for system strength procurement.  
 
While we agree with the objective to minimise uncertainty being faced by proponents, we believe 
the framework should also allow proponents to manage their own system strength requirements, 
where they consider this to be a lower cost option to utilising the centrally provided system strength. 
This should create no issues where the centrally provided system strength has been developed in 
an efficient and least cost way, as it will represent the lowest cost option that proponents will select. 
It also supports innovation, by allowing connecting generators to adapt their own connection assets 
in ways that reduce their reliance on the centrally provided system strength, thus freeing up this 
valuable system service for others who want to make use of the centrally provided service.    
 
We therefore encourage the exploration of different approach and value streams in delivering 
system strength solutions within each REZ to achieve the most efficient outcomes for NSW 
consumers. This is relevant in the context of inverter-based resources and storage and hybrid 
projects which are able to provide these services or tune connection plant to minimise adverse 
impacts to system strength or provide system services to the REZ. 
 
We acknowledge the discussion by the Department around the centralised supply of system 
strength within the REZ and encourage consideration of a wide range of efficient technologies 
which most benefit NSW consumers. There is a strong need to reduce the prescriptiveness of this 
solution if it is chosen and encourage competitive tender per discussion above. 
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It is also important to understand the implications that system strength procurement would have on 
existing TNSPs and network operators as the system strength needs of the REZ impacts the 
surrounding network. The CEC encourages the REZ operator to work with these existing network 
service providers in the procurement process. This is also relevant in the context of the necessary 
guidance around responsibilities and liabilities for the Primary TNSP and the REZ operator as 
discussed above.  
 
Connection process and standards 
 
The CEC considers the scheme should not be overly prescriptive around the setting of access and 
inverter resources. Given that connection is currently being addressed through such initiatives as 
the Connections Reform Initiative (CRI), and considering the standards outlined in the system 
strength rule, justification for this scheme deviating from these is needed.  
 
In particular, the CEC has a number of concerns with some of the specific standards that are being 
proposed, and the specific values being discussed that will be applied for those standards. 
 
For example, the suggestion that a short circuit ratio (SCR) of 1.8 should form the basis of the IBR 
standard could impose unreasonable costs on proponents and potentially preclude certain 
generation technologies from participating in the NEM. This is a significant departure from the SCR 
of 3 that was implemented as a standard in the national framework, and it is unclear what the 
reasoning is behind adopting this value.  While the Department and EnergyCo have acknowledged 
there will be flexibility in the frameworks to account for these issues, significant work remains to be 
done to ensure that these standards are developed in a manner that is appropriate for the system 
conditions within the REZ. 
 
The rationale is also unclear for the other two elements of the IBR standards, being the phase shift 
and RoCoF withstand capabilities. The values being discussed for the phase shift standard are well 
beyond those included in the national frameworks. While we do not yet know the values being 
proposed for the RoCoF requirement, it should be noted that S5.2.5.3 of the NER already establish 
onerous RoCoF withstand requirements. Furthermore, given that RoCoF is a global system 
phenomenon, managed through AEMO’s procurement of inertia and FCAS, it is unclear why a REZ 
specific requirement is being considered. 
 
The CEC notes comments from EnergyCo that some of these standards are being developed with 
an eye to the conditions that are being experienced in certain weak parts of the power system, 
such as Northwest Victoria. While it’s understandable that policy makers would include 
consideration of worst-case scenarios, the Department and EnergyCo must balance this with a 
realistic assessment of the conditions likely to exist with the REZ. Given that adequate system 
stability services will be provided by the REZ operator, and that impedances in the main REZ HV 
transmission corridors will be quite low (as well as the 500KV network into which the REZ links), 
the kinds of extreme oscillatory instabilities identified in NW Vic are unlikely to be repeated in the 
CWO REZ. 
 
The CEC considers there is a risk these overly onerous IBR access standards (coupled with the 
inability to self-remediate) could create barriers to the use of more efficient inverter-based 
technologies, including grid-forming battery and inverter technology. Additionally, the access 
scheme should incentivise technology improvements over time such that these standards 
contribute to improving grid requirements.  
 
In line with comments made above, a review should be conducted regularly over the life of the 
access scheme as new access rights are granted to ensure access standard requirements reflect 
the capabilities of connection plant or inverter technologies.  
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The CEC considers that some of the other elements of the REZ connection process could help 
reduce complexity and therefore support efficient investment. However, significant detail remains 
to be worked through before it is possible to determine whether these proposed frameworks will be 
effective. 
 
For example, the CEC considers the connection batching process proposed under the scheme 
may be conducive to reducing connection delays and delivering a more streamlined process 
overall. This was concept has been considered through the joint AEMO/CEC Connections Reform 
Initiative. However, as identified in the CRI, significant further work is required to deliver the detail 
necessary for such a mechanism to be implemented in a manner that supports efficient investment.  
 
In particular, if the CWO REZ scheme is to employ a batched connection process, it is critical to 
provide clarity around the timing processes for batching, as well as accompanying processes such 
as the application of NER clause 5.3.9. 
 
Clarity of model data provision will also be critical to effective investment, both inside and outside 
the REZ. In developing the system modelling during this process, we consider a baseline model 
should be utilised based on expected projects, power flows out of the REZ and generator data. The 
baseline PSCAD model, which would be based on these ‘library files’, could then be improved 
during the batching process as projects are awarded access and included in system modelling. 
This minimises wasted resourcing and effort in modelling projects before they are awarded access, 
in the case they are not successful. The CEC appreciates comments from the Department that 
these files will be provided to parties looking to connect both inside and outside of the REZ. 
 
Finally, the CEC acknowledges the work done by the Department around the interaction between 
the access scheme and the designated network assets framework. However, we consider further 
detail is needed.  
  
Access right tenor and design 
 
The CEC understands the set 15-year period for access from the commissioning of the first 
substation on the REZ network and the Department’s intention to incentivise early connection by 
proponents under the access scheme before the reversion to the national framework at the end of 
these 15 years.  
 
However, we encourage the Department to reconsider this design choice as to the tenor the access 
right contracts, as it may have significant impacts on efficient investment. 
 
Firstly, the physical lifespan of renewable generation assets (which can span 20-35 years) does 
not align with this period of 15 years. A shorter timeframe for the access contracts therefore creates 
a risk as to what access will be available for the generator at the conclusion of the period, which 
will factor into increased capital costs through higher debt/equity risk premia.  We consider that 
further work should therefore be undertaken by the Department to assess whether 15 years is a 
reasonable time period for these contracts.  
 
Secondly, we also consider that access right contracts should be commenced in conjunction with 
individual generating systems, such as commencement in line with execution of connection 
agreement of each generating system.  Commencing the access right period at a single date, being 
the commencement of the first substation of the REZ network, will create an overly strong first 
mover bias. In conjunction with design elements such as the batching process, this is likely to result 
in a compression of the time period in which all the construction of the REZ generation will occur. 
This has significant flow on impacts in terms of the costs labour and capital costs associated with 
REZ build, as well as the community impacts associated with construction activity. 
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Further consultation and engagement with industry is therefore needed to understand the 
implications of this design element.  
 
Access control mechanism 
 
In line with above discussion around the impacts to parties connecting to declared REZ 
infrastructure which does not contribute to the intended network capacity (and may be located 
outside of the geographical area of the REZ), the design frameworks impacting such parties need 
to be carefully considered by the Department to avoid unintended consequences to the investment 
decisions of project developers.  
 
Central to the development of any such mechanisms is a requirement that they be transparent and 
predictable for parties connecting outside of the REZ. Sufficient time must be allowed between 
notification that a transmission asset will be subject to the ‘control’ mechanism, and when that 
control will begin to apply. This time period must be sufficient to reflect the multi-year time periods 
associated with the planning and development of new renewable generation assets. 
 
Similarly, any metrics utilised by EnergyCo and NSPs to assess when a generator connecting to 
declared REZ infrastructure (which does not contribute to the intended network capacity of the 
REZ) ‘does harm’ must be clearly and objectively defined. This will allow for new connecting parties 
to declared REZ infrastructure which may fall outside the REZ to make informed decisions as 
whether their investment is likely to fall foul of the do no harm test, and therefore whether a different 
investment decision might be preferable. 
 
Given the above, the CEC considers that the “Option 2” model is more likely to minimise inefficient 
outcomes. Provided that sufficient information and an objective can be provided ex-ante, this option 
appears more likely to support an efficient open access framework outside the REZ. However, as 
described above, significant further detail and consultation is required on the development of this 
option to ensure that there are no unintended consequences, and the risk of inefficient outcomes 
is minimised. 
 
Interactions with national access frameworks 
 
In regard to interactions with national frameworks, the CEC has previously expressed our 
reservations with the access reform models currently proposed by the ESB. In contrast to the 
reasonably detailed access arrangements proposed by the Department for the NSW CWO, the 
ESB’s work is far less progressed, with significant further work to be done to deliver a meaningful 
and effective national mechanism. The CEC therefore considers that the Department should look 
to influence and inform the development of the national approach to access, rather than designing 
the NSW framework in anticipation of a yet unspecified and uncertain national mechanism. This 
flows through to decisions such as the lifespan and tenor of the access rights contracts, which 
should be designed solely around driving efficient outcomes in the NSW REZ, rather than with a 
view to dovetailing with other frameworks. 
 
The NSW REZ scheme is ahead of any other current processes being considered to address 
congestion and must therefore take right of way in implementing any mechanism or scheme. Once 
policy outcomes of this access model are understood, the broader market will establish if other 
congestion management schemes are required.  
 
We note the current work being completed by the ESB on the Congestion Management Model. 
Given how far this is from implementation relative to the NSW access scheme, we do not consider 
the NSW Government should incorporate this into any scheme design. If the ESB progresses with 
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this work, the CEC will support models which complement the NSW scheme, which could include 
the Congestion Relief Market proposed by Edify Energy. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the consultation paper. If you would like to discuss 
any of the issues raised in this submission, please contact Jordan Ferrari, Policy Officer, 
jferrari@cleanenergycouncil.org.au or Christiaan Zuur, Policy Director – Energy Transformation 
czuur@cleanenergycouncil.org.au.    
 
 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 

 
 
Nikki Potter 
Executive General Manager, Industry Services 
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