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Have your say
EnergyCo is seeking feedback on the initial positions under consideration for the potential access scheme, generator connections and system strength in the New England Renewable Energy Zone (REZ) as set out in the New England REZ Generation and Storage Consultation Paper (Consultation Paper). Your feedback will help inform the design and delivery of the New England REZ. 
Feedback
You are invited to provide your feedback via one of two methods: 
· download and complete the Word version of the submission form from the EnergyCo webpage and email it to newengland.access@energyco.nsw.gov.au with ‘Your Name – New England REZ Generation and Storage Consultation Paper’ in the subject line; or
· provide a free-form submission via email to newengland.access@energyco.nsw.gov.au with ‘Your Name – New England REZ Generation and Storage Consultation Paper’ in the subject line. 
The consultation will be open until 12 September 2025.
Please note that providing a submission is entirely voluntary, is not assessable, and does not in any way include, exclude, advance or diminish any entity from any future procurement or competitive process in regard to REZs, under the Roadmap, or any other NSW Government program.
Confidentiality
EnergyCo is committed to an open and transparent process, and all online responses and submissions will be made publicly available, except those requested to be kept confidential. 
EnergyCo reserves the right to assume none of the submissions contain commercially sensitive information or any intellectual property of a non-disclosable nature, unless the author identifies what information (if any) is non-disclosable in the ‘Confidentiality preferences’ section of this form. 
EnergyCo will redact any non-disclosable information listed in the ‘Confidentiality preferences’ section of this form, and any names or details of individuals to protect personal information. Written submissions should be provided as documents that can be published on EnergyCo’s website. 
EnergyCo may disclose confidential information provided by you to: 
· the NSW Minister for Energy or Minister’s office;
· the NSW Ombudsman, Audit Office of NSW or as may be otherwise required for auditing purposes or Parliamentary accountability;
· directly relevant departmental staff/officers, consultants and advisors; 
· Transgrid;
· the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO), Energy Security Board (ESB), Australian Energy Market Commission (AEMC), Australian Energy Regulator (AER) or the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC); 
· the legal person appointed, or to be appointed, to the position of Consumer Trustee (AusEnergy Services Limited), including its staff/officers, consultants and advisors; and 
· other parties where authorised or required by law to be disclosed. 
Where EnergyCo discloses this information to any of these parties, it will inform them that the information is strictly confidential. EnergyCo may publish or reference aggregated findings from the consultation process in an anonymised way that does not reveal confidential information. 
Please ensure to identify if you would like your submission to be confidential or anonymous, using the ‘Confidentiality preferences’ section of this form.
Your Details
	Submission type
	☐ Individual
☐ Organisation
☐ Other (please specify) Click or tap here to enter text.

	Author name
	Enter first and last name

	Author title 
	Enter approving author title.
	Organisation 
	Enter organisation name
	Phone
	Enter phone number
	Email
	Enter email address
	Stakeholder group
	☐ Project developer
☐ Original equipment manufacturer (OEM)
☐ Engineering, procurement and construction (EPC) provider
☐ Electricity consumer or representative body
☐ Network service provider
☐ Energy retailer
☐ Government body
☐ Market body
☐ Individual 
☐ Debt provider
☐ Equity investor
☐ Other (please specify) Click or tap here to enter text.


Confidentiality preferences
	Would you like all of your submission to be confidential and therefore not published? 
	☐ Yes      ☐ No

	Would you like part(s) of your submission to be confidential? If yes, please identify below the non-disclosable part(s) of your submission for EnergyCo to redact:
Note: please ensure paragraphs in the submission are numbered and include what numbered paragraphs should be redacted here.
	☐ Yes      ☐ No

	Some confidential submissions may be shared with the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO), Australian Energy Market Commission (AEMC), Australian Energy Regulator (AER), the Energy Security Board (ESB), and Transgrid, to better understand and respond to issues raised.
Would you like your submission to be kept confidential from these parties?
	☐ Yes      ☐ No

	Would you like your submission to be anonymous, and the name of your organisation redacted? 
	☐ Yes      ☐ No
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Questions
You do not need to answer every question. Please answer the questions of interest to you. If you would like all or part of your submissions to be confidential, please indicate this in the response below.
Section 3.4 Proposed scope of the Access Scheme under consideration 
	1. What are your views on the Access Scheme under consideration for New England REZ, including both an Access Rights Regime and an Access Control Mechanism? 
	

	2. What are your views on the benefits and challenges of introducing an Access Control Mechanism, and the potential value of this Mechanism for Access Rights Holders?
	

	3. There are a several ways that the curtailment impact of a Project connecting to the Access Control Network could be assessed. What are your views on how this should be assessed? How should a materiality threshold be determined?
	


Section 3.5 Specified network infrastructure proposed to be subject to the Access Scheme 
	4. For Network Elements referred to in Table 2, what are your views on the proposed approaches? Where options are provided, which option do you prefer and why?
	

	5. Are there risks or unintended consequences for potential approaches and options? If so, can you please describe these?
	


Section 3.6 Transitional Arrangements 
	6. What are your views on the proposed approaches and options to apply transitional arrangements? Should transitional arrangements be considered for any other scenarios?
	


Section 3.7 Scheme Term 
	7. What are your views on the term of the Access Scheme under consideration? Is this term likely to provide investment certainty for Projects, including Projects connecting at later stages of the New England REZ (such as stage 2)? 
	


Section 3.8 Target Transmission Curtailment Level (TTCL)
	8. Does the proposed TTCL provide sufficient certainty of Forecast Curtailment to support a strong value proposition for Access Right Holders? If not, why?
	


Section 3.9 Aggregate Maximum Capacity Cap (AMCC)
	9. What is your preferred option for the setting and adjustment of the AMCC? What are your reasons for this?
	


Section 3.10 Sub-limits on the grant of Access Rights
	10. Do you think there should be flexibility under the Access Scheme to apply sub-limits to Network Elements? What are your reasons for this?
	


Section 3.11 Maximum Capacity profiles 
	11. What are your views on the potential to introduce shaped Maximum Capacity profiles in the future?  
	


Section 3.12 Access Rights allocation approach under consideration 
	12. What are your views on the proposed approach to the allocation of Access Rights? 
	


Section 3.13 Approach under consideration for approving access to the Access Control Network 
	13. If an Access Control Mechanism is introduced under the Access Scheme, what are your views on the process that should be used for the grant of consent to connect to the Access Control Network? Should consent be granted based on competitive assessment of Projects?
	


Section 3.14 REZ Connection Process under consideration
	14. What are your views on the high-level REZ Connection Process under consideration? 
	


Section 4.2 Details of the proposed Connection Assets model
	15. What benefits or challenges would EnergyCo leading planning and environmental approvals for connection assets create? 
	

	16. What benefits or challenges would EnergyCo acquiring easements for Connection Assets create?
	

	17. Do you believe there will be sufficient market capacity in the provision of contestable transmission services for developers to be able to procure Connection Assets under competitive terms, particularly during the delivery phase of the New REZ Network Infrastructure project?
	

	18. Would you see value in the New Network Operator establishing a contestable works business to offer the construction of Connection Assets?
	

	19. What commercial terms would developers expect to be included in a prescribed connection delivery agreement term sheet, to give developers confidence that the New Network Operator’s commercial offers will be made on competitive market terms? For example, pricing, timing, bonding, etc.
	

	20. What are the key barriers to you coordinating a Designated Network Assets (DNA) with another entity? What role could EnergyCo play in helping to overcome barriers to DNA Connection Assets?	Comment by Alex Kondos: Actioned	Comment by AL, EnergyCo Legal: Please spell out what this stands for when first referenced. 	Comment by Alex Kondos: Suggest removing the sub-question as answer could be gathered without it. 
	


Section 4.3 Application of the Connection Assets model
	21. What are your views on the proposed scenarios set out in Table 8 and should EnergyCo consider other scenarios when considering whether the model should or should not apply to a Project?
	

	22. What are your views on the proposed activity commencement milestones for Eligible Projects set out in Table 9 and should EnergyCo consider other milestones?
	

	23. What are your views on whether the connections model under consideration should (or should not) apply to Projects connecting to the Transgrid Access Rights Network as well as to Projects connecting to the New Access Rights Network?
	

	24. What are your views on the proposed duration of the connection assets model?
	


Section 4.5 Proposed cost recovery structures
	25. At which of the following points in time would developers be able to make payments to EnergyCo to recover costs incurred under the Connection Assets model: 
Initial payments at the start of an Access Rights tender process; 
Further payments under the Access PDA based on initial estimates; 
Further payments at execution of the Land Access Deed based on updated estimates; and/or 
Actual payments under the Land Access Deed, following financial close of the Project?
	

	26. In any scenario where EnergyCo’s costs are not recovered as they are incurred, what potential challenges would developers face in providing security to EnergyCo at any of the following points in time: 
Upon execution of a tender process deed; 
Upon execution of an Access PDA; and/or
Upon execution of a Land Access Deed?
	



Section 4.6 Other models considered
	27. Would developers see value in the alternative model and if so, what risks would the developers be concerned about? 
	


Section 5 Payments to landowners hosting Connection Assets 
	28. What are your views on Project developers making payments to landowners for hosting 330 kV and 500 kV Connection Assets, including on the timing of payments?
	

	29. What challenges would developers face in providing security to EnergyCo under the Access PDA to cover a period from the start of construction to the end of the 20-year payment period?
	


Section 6.2 System strength approaches under consideration
	30. What would be the implications on Projects being required to meet a withstand SCR of 1.2?
	

	31. What options would Projects have to meet a withstand SCR of 1.2 at their connection point with ‘front of meter’ solutions?  What issues do you see with ‘front of meter’ solutions to meet the withstand SCR requirement?
	

	32. Do you see value in centralised system strength being provided to meet generator demand for system strength? If so, should use of centralised system strength be mandatory or optional?
	

	33. What are your views on how charges for centralised system strength should be structured, including whether the charges are fixed or adjustable to reflect costs of providing system strength over time?
	










	


Supporting information 
	If you have additional information you would like to provide to support your views, please provide it here.
If you have additional documents to provide to support your views, please email it with your submission.
	



Disclaimer: The information contained in this publication is based on knowledge and understanding at the time of writing (August 2025) and may not be accurate, current or complete. The State of New South Wales (EnergyCo), the author and the publisher take no responsibility, and will accept no liability, for the accuracy, currency, reliability or correctness of any information included in the document (including material provided by third parties). Readers should make their own inquiries and rely on their own advice when making decisions related to material contained in this publication.
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