




 

 

worked example demonstrating the significance of more granular values to justify the additional effort 
required to use half hourly values.  

5 Do you agree that CECV estimates for each NEM 
region are appropriate? 

Given that they are based largely on wholesale energy prices, Ergon Energy and Energex agree 
estimates by region are most appropriate. 

6 Do you have any views on the model inputs and 
assumptions and the process of estimating CECVs? 

As the energy market evolves, we suggest further refinement of wholesale energy costs and 
increased requirements to provide essential system services may be required. 

7 Do you have any views on the factors we should 
consider in updating CECVs annually, as well as 
potential triggers for reviewing the CECV methodology 
prior to the five-yearly review? 

Ergon Energy and Energex provides no comment.  

8 Do you support the DNSP model allowing for the self-
selection approach? 

Ergon Energy and Energex believe flexibility is important to ensure that the benefits captured are 
relevant for each proposed project. In our view, it is likely that analysis will be required to determine 
potential benefits, so expanding this to an additional CECV benefit calculation is unlikely to be overly 
onerous. 

The proposed methodology is simple to calculate the benefits. However, the development of an 
accurate alleviation profile is difficult to produce and review.  Therefore, we are not supportive of this 
element in the Consultation.  

We suggest the benefits of this model will need to be considered and that a simpler model would be 
beneficial. For this approach it would be more useful for the workbook to contain a single column of 
half hourly data such that the alleviation profile could be added in the adjacent column.  

9 Do you support the DNSP model allowing for the 
characteristic day approach? 

In our view, analysis is still needed to determine the number of days in each characteristic day, and 
the alleviation of curtailment required for each type of day. However, this may reduce the analysis 
required when analysing a larger area. As such, Ergon Energy and Energex are supportive of an 
average value across the year, or by characteristic day. 

Provision of the aggregated PLEXOS would be helpful to understand how this approach compares to 
the self-selection outputs. As the characteristic days appear to be only dependent on demand and 
solar PV generation, we request clarity as to whether other types of generation have been 
considered. In our view, any approach should also consider night-time generation such as wind, 
battery or pumped hydro.  



 

 

10 Do you support the DNSP model allowing for the 
ranking of characteristic days approach? 

It is our understanding the DNSP will need to determine the initial data, using half-hour data over the 
year, in order to determine the number of days where curtailment would apply, and the potential 
alleviation. We therefore suggest the benefit of this method over the characteristic day is unclear.  

11 Do you have any views on the ranking of characteristic 
days? 

As suggested in the response to question 10, the benefit is unclear. In our view, the total number of 
curtailed days cannot be determined without analysis of either each half-hour, or the characteristic 
days.  

Suggestion/additional comment Ergon Energy and Energex suggest a clearer comparison of each method, using the same proposal, 
would be helpful in determining the most appropriate methodology.  

For clarity, we also suggest a statement be included as to the connection size the AER is intending 
the CECV will be used for, e.g. large-scale registered generators. For method two, we would also 
appreciate additional clarity as to whether the average marginal wholesale energy cost provided is for 
a 24 hour period or daytime data, as this is not clear.    

 
 




