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Coordination of generation and transmission investment – options paper: stakeholder feedback template
The template below has been developed to assist stakeholders in providing their feedback on the questions posed in this paper and any other issues that they would like to provide feedback on. The AEMC encourages stakeholders to use this template to assist it to consider the views expressed by stakeholders on each issue. Stakeholders should not feel obliged to answer each question, but rather address those issues of particular interest or concern. Further context for the questions can be found in the options paper.
Organisation: 
Contact name:
Contact details (email / phone):


	Questions
	Feedback

	Chapter 4 – Making the ISP an actionable strategic plan

	Question 1: Questions arising from the ISP - The paper considers a number of questions about the role and regulatory implications of the ISP, including the links between the ISP and transmission investment decisions.

	A)
	Are there any questions about the role and regulatory implications of the ISP that are not set out in the options paper?
	

	B) 
	Is our approach to making the ISP actionable (i.e. strengthening the link between the ISP and investment decisions) appropriate?
	

	Question 2: Interaction between the ISP and government policies

	A)
	The ISP will necessarily have to take into account government environmental and industry policies in modelling ISP scenarios. Do stakeholders consider it would be helpful for the COAG Energy Council to provide formal advice to AEMO as to what government policies or scenarios should be modelled in the ISP?
	

	B)
	Are there other ways in which government policies that impact on the NEM could be incorporated as modelled scenarios in the ISP?
	

	Question 3: “Strategic, national” investments and regional investments

	A)
	It is proposed that the ISP only focusses on “strategic, national” investments. Do stakeholders consider this is appropriate?
	

	B)
	If so, how could this threshold be defined, or what criteria could be used to define it?
	

	Question 4: Risk allocation

	A)
	The paper canvasses a number of options for making the ISP actionable. How may the existing risk allocation for consumers, TNSPs and generators change under the proposed options?
	

	B)
	What other regulatory changes may be required in order to mitigate against changes in the risk allocation?
	

	Question 5: Level of consultation required under each of the options for how the ISP could be made actionable

	A)
	What do stakeholders think about the level of consultation that would be required under each of the options considered for how to make the ISP an actionable strategic plan?
	

	B)
	Should there be more consultation for options that fall to the right-hand side of the table?
	

	Question 6: Role of the ISP, option 1 – Requirement for TNSPs to consider ISP- identified needs in their TAPRs

	A)
	What are stakeholder views on this option for how to make the ISP an actionable strategic plan?
	

	B)
	Would the effective delivery of this option have an impact on the speed with which “strategic, national” investments are made?
	

	C)
	Are there any regulatory or other implications that are not raised in the discussion of this option?
	

	Question 7: Role of the ISP, option 2 – Requirement for TNSPs to conduct RIT-T on ISP- identified needs and options

	A)
	What are stakeholder views on this option for how to make the ISP an actionable strategic plan?
	

	B)
	Would the effective delivery of this option have an impact on the speed with which “strategic, national” investments are made?
	

	C)
	Are there any regulatory or other implications that are not raised in the discussion of this option?
	

	Question 8: Role of the ISP, option 3 – AEMO determines “best” option

	A)
	What are stakeholder views on this option for how to make the ISP an actionable strategic plan?
	

	B)
	Would the effective delivery of this option have an impact on the speed with which “strategic, national” investments are made?
	

	C)
	Are there any regulatory or other implications that are not raised in the discussion of this option?
	

	Question 9: Role of the ISP, option 4 – AEMO directs TNSP to proceed with the “best” option

	A)
	What are stakeholder views on this option for how to make the ISP an actionable strategic plan?
	

	B)
	Would the effective delivery of this option have an impact on the speed with which “strategic, national” investments are made?
	

	C)
	Are there any regulatory or other implications that are not raised in the discussion of this option?
	

	Question 10: Role of the ISP, option 5 – AEMO directs TNSP to implement the investment

	A)
	What are stakeholder views on this option for how to make the ISP an actionable strategic plan?
	

	  B)
	Would the effective delivery of this option have an impact on the speed with which “strategic, national” investments are made?
	

	  C)
	Are there any regulatory or other implications that are not raised in the discussion of this option?
	

	Question 11: Other options and considerations

	   A)
	Are there other options to strengthen the link between the ISP and individual TNSP investments that are not raised here?
	

	   B)
	Are there any other matters that should be taken into account when considering options to strengthen the link between the ISP and TNSPs’ individual investments?
	

	Chapter 5 – the regulatory investment test for transmission

	Question 12: RIT-T benefits

	 A)
	Are there any additional benefit categories that should be considered in the RIT-T?
	

	 B)
	Why have no network businesses sought approval from the AER for additional benefits to be considered in RIT-T assessments as allowed for under the current NER?
	

	Question 13: Potential concerns with the RIT-T process

	A)
	What are stakeholder views on current limitations with the RIT-T process?
	

	B)
	Setting aside the ISP and how to make it more “actionable,” what other issues warrant attention when considering the objective of the RIT-T?
	

	C)
	What changes may make the existing RIT-T process “faster”?
	

	D)
	What is the role of a dispute process in the RIT-T? How could spurious disputes be minimised?
	

	Chapter 6 – Renewable Energy Zones

	Question 14: REZ options – enhanced information provision

	  A)
	Do stakeholders agree with our conclusions for how this model can occur under current regulatory arrangements?
	

	  B)
	Do stakeholders agree with our assessment of whether this REZ model is consistent with the options discussed for making the ISP actionable? What other considerations should be taken into account?
	

	Question 15: REZ options – generator coordination

	  A)
	Do stakeholders agree with our conclusions for how this model can occur under current regulatory arrangements?
	

	  B)
	Do stakeholders agree with our assessment of whether this REZ model is consistent with the options discussed for making the ISP actionable? What other considerations should be taken into account?
	

	Question 16: REZ options – TNSP speculative investment

	  A)
	Do stakeholders agree with our conclusions for how this model can occur under current regulatory arrangements?
	

	  B)
	Do stakeholders agree with our assessment of whether this REZ model is consistent with the options discussed for making the ISP actionable? What other considerations should be taken into account?
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Question 17: REZ options – TNSP prescribed services

	  A)
	Do stakeholders agree with our conclusions for how this model can occur under current regulatory arrangements?
	

	  B)
	Do stakeholders agree with our assessment of whether this REZ model is consistent with the options discussed for making the ISP actionable? What other considerations should be taken into account?
	

	Question 18: REZ options – clustering

	  A)
	Do stakeholders agree with our conclusions for how this model can occur under current regulatory arrangements?
	

	  B)
	Do stakeholders agree with our assessment of whether this REZ model is consistent with the options discussed for making the ISP actionable? What other considerations should be taken into account?
	

	Question 19: REZs and access

	
	Do stakeholders agree with our conclusion about the types of REZ models that are feasible under the current transmission access framework?
	

	Chapter 7 – Congestion and access

	Question 20: Conclusion on need to consider access issues

	
	Do stakeholders agree with the Commission’s conclusion in this Chapter that access and congestion management issues are likely to need to be addressed in the near term, once the role of the ISP has been addressed?
	

	Chapter 8 – Treatment of storage

	Question 21: Storage and TUOS

	
	Do stakeholders agree with the way the Commission has framed the issue of whether or not storage should pay transmission use of system charges?
	

	Question 22: Storage and TUOS - current arrangements

	
	Do stakeholders have any comments on the Commission’s initial views on storage and transmission charges? Are there any other arguments that are not discussed?
	

	Question 23: Storage and TUOS - considering changing existing arrangements

	
	Are there any matters the Commission hasn’t discussed that should be addressed if a change to the existing arrangements for transmission charging for storage is considered?
	

	Question 24: Storage and TUOS - additional considerations

	
	When considering the approach to the recovery of transmission charges, are there any additional factors worthy of consideration that the Commission has not listed?
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