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Proposal 2 — Clarifying circumstances in which a hybrid facility comprising a load and electric
storage resource (ESR) component must reqister as a Scheduled Facility:

The Chair noted the responses, questions and clarifications as per Slide 5 and noted that the
WEM Rules have guidance on how ESR is treated in other circumstances, with AEMO having
discretion about registration facility type.

The Chair asked whether the rules should provide flexibility if the load is larger than the ESR
component.

f Mr Butler clarified AEMQ’s submission related only to facilities over 10MW that are
categorised as scheduled, not to smaller hybrid facilities.

f Mr Butler stated that AEMO is unsure why hybrid facilities should be treated differently to
other facilities.

The Chair stated that the proposal is to allow a participant the choice whether to register as a
DSP or Scheduled Facility for the purpose of receiving capacity credits. If a facility is a
scheduled facility, the component that can have capacity credits is the ESR component, not
the load.

' Mr Price responded that a facility can manage its IRCR exposure in addition to receiving
capacity credits for the amount it can inject net of its load.

The Chair noted there is a specific prohibition against doing that using ESR which has capacity
credits.

The Chair noted that a load can have a diesel generator to reduce its withdrawal and get
capacity credits for that as a DSP, and that the same should apply for a load and ESR.

I Mr Price responded that a facility cannot currently have over 10MW with a diesel generator
without being registered as an intermittent load.

1 Ms Bedola said there are two issues that need to be understood:

o If aload can reduce on its own, with the ESR providing a separate response, why can't
both components get capacity credits (with appropriate submetering)?

0 Regarding the obligations of a scheduled facility that is comprised of a load and ESR —
does the ESR need to smooth the load to meet the requirements of a scheduled
facility?

The Chair said that those questions are answered by the fact that a facility currently cannot be
registered as both a DSP and a Scheduled Facility (or any other facility type).
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Proposal 3 — Use of Western Power sub-metering in the STEM and RTM by hybrid facilities:

The Chair noted the responses, questions and clarifications as per Slide 6. She added that this
would be optional, and that other low-cost options won’t be compliant with national legislation if
the meters are used for settlement purposes.

The Chair asked for feedback on the complexities that may arise from this proposal.
f Ms Kogon noted the following complexities:

o0 physical access to the customer side of a meter and the condition of customer owned
equipment were both issues to consider.

o  Western Power will likely need to define a minimum safety standard for customer
equipment, which would need to be upgraded at the customer’s expense if it is not up
to standard.

0 Western Power needs to raise awareness about minimum safety standards and
enforce those requirements, increasing liability and risks which could add to Western
Power’s costs.

0 Western Power’s existing processes and systems will need to be refreshed to
accommodate these changes.

The Chair cited independent connection providers in the United Kingdom to demonstrate
similar arrangements had been implemented elsewhere in the world.

The Chair asked Ms Kogon whether the complexities could be solved by contractual
arrangements.

f Ms Kogon said that was a legal question regarding Western Power’s compliance with state
and national legislation.

' Mr Schubert said that a cooperative approach between Western Power and a network
customer could address most of Ms Kogon’s concerns and would be simpler than a WEM
Rules based approach.

' Mr Price noted the need for some limitations — if this was offered to any hybrid facility, there
would be some consequent management of matters such as loss factors, definition of a
connection point, limitations on multiple market participants owning facilities behind a
single connection point, management of outages and constraint equations. AEMO is
supportive of enabling the most flexibility for each component, and there is an appetite for
this, but that analysis is required to support this.

f Ms Kogon agreed a cooperative approach was appropriate but noted that, to address the
risk, the redefined role and responsibilities of Western Power and market
participants/customers needed to be reflected somewhere, whether that is in a contract,
agreement, rules or regulations.

The Chair noted that there will need to be calculations in the rules to manage the submetering
arrangements, as those that exist for the City of Kambalda, and that this is expected to only be
applicable for hybrid facilities with a load.

' Mr Price noted there is an appetite for non-load hybrids wanting to split their facility behind
an existing connection point to participate in multiple markets.

The Chair stated that the cost and time of implementing the proposal needs to be understood,
as well as the actual demand for this type of arrangement.

The Chair asked for other views.

f Mr Huxtable noted that the complexity will just be part of the cost of doing business to enter
into these arrangements and could be sorted out contractually.

I Mr Alexander asked for an example of the risk in laypersons terms.
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The Chair summarised AEMO's view that procedures are the right place for telemetry
requirements and that issues that have been raised are already being addressed.

Proposal 12 — No changes to DSR ability to reqgister as Interruptible Load and DSP and receive

capacity credits at same time as providing Contingency Reserve Raise (but rotation

methodology to be developed):

The Chair summarised the responses and questions as per Slide 14 and noted:

f  There has previously been discussion about the rotation of DSPs and why Interruptible
Loads are not being dispatched to the same extent;

I Interruptible Loads should still be able to provide ESS services;
f inthe past there was a methodology for the rotation of DSPs;

I she disagrees with AEMO'’s view that the rotation method should be in procedures as it
could have financial impact on participants.

The Chair invited views from the rest of the group.

' Mr Ross queried whether flexibility in choosing the ‘best’ load to dispatch each time would
be lost by implementing a rotation method.

The Chair responded that without a rotation method there are issues with one party having to
make a decision about who to dispatch each time and on what basis. She noted that some
DSPs that are not Interruptible Loads have expressed views that they are repeatedly
dispatched as they are large and have proven their capability. Interruptible Loads shouldn’t be
dispatched if they are in merit to provide contingency reserve raise, but as more DSPs enter
the market there needs to be assurance that dispatch will be equitable.

' Mr Schubert suggested a lack of activation payment might ultimately be responsible for the
lack of participation.

The Chair stated that a loss of production is the primary concern for participants.

6b

Dynamic Baseline proposal
Mr Carlson presented Slide 17, noting that:

f the design elements presented are drawn from the United States National Action Plan on
Demand Response; and

f not all exclusion rules presented would be used in the WEM.

Mr Carlson presented slide 18. He noted that the calculation should be simple and
understandable — there are more complex and expensive methods but the accuracy benefits
are marginal. He noted that:

f  Demand response events happen when demand is the highest, and as such adjustments
are usually needed to the observed consumption in the previous days to establish an
accurate baseline;

' The extent to which an adjustment is needed will depend on the methodology that is used
to establish the baseline — one that already excludes low demand days (e.g. a 5 in 10
methodology using the highest demand days) would require less adjustment; and

I The adjustment window cannot go back a lot further than the call to respond otherwise the
risk of gaming arises.

Mr Carlson presented Slide 20. He noted that:
f  many demand response providers would be operating across the NEM and WEM; and

I predicting the underlying load depends on a baseline methodology that is accurate, lacks
bias and is predictable.
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The Chair asked whether an 8 of 10 baseline should be used, excluding the lowest and
highest days.

' Mr Schubert asked how the baseline calculation would allow for temperature dependent
loads with different measurements on different days.

Mr Ditric responded that day-of adjustments and scalar would be used to capture that.
Mr Ditric presented slide 23. He noted that

f consumption two hours prior to the dispatch instruction is used to adjust the baseline up or
down as required; and

f an adjusted baseline is only calculated if a dispatch instruction is given.
The Chair invited views on the proposed approach but there were none.

Mr Ditric presented slide 24. He noted that this proposal is the same as reserve capacity
testing for DSPs, but that it is from the adjusted baseline level.

The Chair invited final comments on the proposed baseline methodology.

f Mr Cornish asked (with regard to slide 28) how the bias/accuracy threshold would be
calculated for RCM purposes and whether a DSP’s portfolio would be found not available
if outside of that.

Mr Ditric noted that a bias threshold is not proposed in the WEM, as when a DSP is accredited
they may not have all their loads associated at that point in time.

1 Mr Butler asked why there would be an ex-post review if there were changes to associated
meters.

Mr Ditric said if a meter had moved away and that was not reflected in the initial settlement run,
it might be necessary to re-calculate the baseline against which the DSP was dispatched.

The Chair noted that while the baseline has been



