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27 February 2020 



Agenda

• Welcome and introductions
• Update on RIT-T for replacement projects
• AEMO’s Integrated System Plan (ISP) 
• Non-network IT expenditure – Benefits Realisation Framework 
• Update from Revenue Proposal Reference Group
• Stakeholder perception survey and Energy Charter update 
• Afternoon tea break
• Business Narrative
• Review and update engagement approach for 2023-27 Revenue 

Determination process
• Transmission pricing consultation 
• Close and thanks



Update on RIT-T for 
replacement projects 

Roger Smith
Manager Network & Alternate Solutions



RIT-T consultations in progress and upcoming

Current as at February 2020



RIT-T consultations in progress and upcoming

Current as at February 2020



RIT-T consultations in progress and upcoming

Engagement 
level

Project
characteristics RIT-T consultations Proposed engagement activities

Minor
(PADR Exempt)

 Non-network options unlikely
 No material market benefits identified
 Preferred option <$41 million

 Mt England Secondary Systems
 Gladstone South (& QAL West) 

Secondary Systems
 Cairns secondary systems
 Innisfail secondary systems
 Davies Creek to Bayview Heights 

transmission line refit
 Broadsound bus reactor (TBC)

 Notification to Powerlink Non-Network 
Engagement Stakeholder Register

 AEMO Notice and summary
 Publication of RIT-T project details on Powerlink 

website
 Dedicated email contact to Customer Panel 

members
 Alerts through Powerlink’s Twitter and LinkedIn 

accounts

Normal  Minor network reconfiguration/ 
material impact on network users

 Possibility of non-network options
 Material market benefits identified

 Ross to Chalumbin transmission 
line refit (TBC)

In addition to engagement activities at minor level:
 Webinars
 Stakeholder briefings
 Discussion at Powerlink’s Customer Panel

Complex  Network reconfiguration/material 
impact on multiple network users

 Likelihood of non-network options
 Significant market benefits identified

In addition to engagement activities at normal level:
 Stakeholder engagement plan 
 Phone calls to key stakeholders
 Emails to all identified stakeholders
 Dedicated engagement forum to seek feedback 

on options



RIT-T update – Expanding transfer capacity on Qld/NSW interconnector

• PACR issued 20 December 2019
• Dispute period ended 22 January 2020 – no disputes raised
• AER contingent project application process underway
• PACR confirms selection of Option 1a

– approximately $170 million in net benefits over the assessment 
period

– reduce the need for new generation and large-scale storage in 
NSW following Liddell Power Station’s forecast retirement

– generate sufficient benefits to recover the project capital costs 
seven years after the option is commissioned.



RIT-T update – Expanding transfer capacity on Qld/NSW interconnector

• Key components of Option 1A:
– uprating the Liddell to Tamworth lines
– installing new dynamic reactive support 

at Tamworth and Dumaresq
– installing shunt capacitor banks

• Works due to be completed in stages with 
all stages completed in 2022.



RIT-T update – Expanding transfer capacity on Qld/NSW interconnector

• Non-network option of a ‘virtual transmission line’
– comprises grid-connected battery systems and/or braking 

resistors
– magnitude requires substantive additional network testing to 

determine technical feasibility (~12 months)
– may form a potential credible non-network option as part of the 

proposed medium term QNI upgrade.
• Powerlink undertaking the necessary preparatory activities and will 

work with TransGrid to develop a schedule to publish the PADR for the 
proposed medium term QNI upgrade
– PADR by 10 December 2021 allows for comprehensive 

assessment of the technical feasibility of virtual transmission line 
technology (encourage submissions to ISP).



AEMO’s 2020 Draft Integrated System Plan (ISP)

Enrique Montiel
Senior Planning Engineer Network Limitation



• AEMO’s analysis approach

• The plan

• Powerlink’s submission

Agenda
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• Scenarios and scenario planning

AEMO’s analysis approach
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• Scenarios and scenario planning
– Five scenarios: central, slow change, high DER, fast change and step change

– Six sensitivities: 

• Four year delay of Snowy 2.0 to 2028/29

• 2027 full closure of Yallourn Power Station (~4 year advancement)

• Completion of Marinus Link by 2026/27 and (optionally) a further link (750MW) in 2031/32

• Queensland Renewable Energy Target

• 2GW of variable renewable energy in Central West New South Wales Renewable Energy Zone 
by 2028

• Closure of Alcoa Portland Aluminium Smelter in 2021/22.

AEMO’s analysis approach
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• Market modelling/optimisation

AEMO’s analysis approach
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‘The plan’ 
is the path 
with the 
least 
maximum 
regret

Path 1 Path 2 Path 3 Path 4 Path 5

Scenario 1 $## $## $## $## $##

Scenario 2 $## $## $## $## $##

Scenario 3 $## $## $## $## $##

Scenario 4 $## $## $## $## $##

Scenario 5 $## $## $## $## $##

Maximum $## $## $## $## $##

• Dealing with an uncertain future
– Base case per scenario/sensitivity: {C1S1, C1S2, C1S3, C1S4, C1S5}

– Transmission development path:  {C2S1, C2S2, C2S3, C2S4, C2S5} – possibly five 
different paths

– Regret analysis

AEMO’s analysis approach



Results – the plan
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Results – the plan
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Results – the plan
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Results – the plan
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Results – the plan
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Results – the plan
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Powerlink’s submission
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• Further analysis for 2020 ISP
– Consideration of ‘virtual transmission line’ option
– Understand sensitivity of investment to rooftop penetration rate

• Network hosting capacity

• Improvements to 2022 ISP
– Marginal loss factors
– Asset reinvestment cost opportunities



Central scenario
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Central scenario
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Central scenario

26



Queensland generation development
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• FNQ/Isaac generation capacity



Queensland generation development
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• Wide Bay/Fitzroy generation capacity



Queensland generation development
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• Darling Downs generation capacity



Central scenario
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Central scenario
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Central scenario
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Central scenario
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QNI utilisation
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Non-network IT expenditure –
Benefits realisation framework

Mark Pozdena
General Manager Business IT

Brian Atkin
Manager IT Planning, Investment and Value



Customer Panel’s initial feedback  

At the December 2019 Customer Panel meeting, we asked:

In a new IT Benefits Realisation Framework, what would be mandatory assessment 
criteria and associated metrics to support decision making throughout the portfolio 
and project lifecycle?

What did we do with your feedback?

We applied it to our new Benefits Realisation Framework and incorporated it across our 
Program and Project Delivery Framework.



Summary of Customer Panel feedback

Your feedback: what would be …“a mandatory assessment criteria”… to support decision making?

• Benefits – justifiable and defendable
• Absolute “must haves” – gatekeepers
• Improved alignment to architecture 
• Full lifecycle cost – be wary of hidden costs e.g. training, 

subscriptions
• Change management considerations
• Risk – analysis at front end
• What is the real impact on the business?
• Capacity/capability of business to absorb (and roll-out)     

resulting level of change
• Security – improves over time
• Can investment be staged to roll over period of time?
• Fit-for-purpose approach e.g. business cases
• ‘Reliability’ relative to being on target to meet standards 

(required parameters to achieve desired parameters)

• Whole-of-life assessment
• Economic cycle investment considering regulatory impacts (five 

year) for opex/capex
• Objective criteria as much as possible. Clearly understand the 

objectives we are trying to achieve.
• Translation of outcomes into consumer/customer terms
• Traceability to customer outcomes (public documents)
• “Better service/safer service” is identified with costs e.g. “better 

data collection”
• Quantifiable/tangible terms (relatable)
• Lessons learnt input
• Establish thresholds for categories (including bringing to 

Customer Panel for discussion/similar to RIT-T).

* As per Customer Panel 
December 2019 Minutes.



Summary of Customer Panel feedback

Your feedback: what would be …“associated metrics”… to support decision making?

• % increase of investment = % increase of benefits
• Consider scrutiny on all projects (potential investment) → but 

set the bar higher for bigger $
• Aligns to architecture principles
• Process changes, business capability to realise and embed 

benefits
• Very explicit link between projects and opex (manages scope 

creep risk – onus on Powerlink to manage costs)
• Ongoing analysis during project lifecycle
• Tools (and expenditure) meet true business needs – removes 

gold plating e.g. iPhone 7 vs iPhone 10
• Dollar per customer

• System rationalisation
• Efficiency productivity 

 time savings
 responsiveness
 dollar per user in context

• Training time – ease of access and how receptive staff might be
• Number of projects submitted not taken up e.g. Gates 1 and 2
• Reliability profile – is it evolving the way it was planned?
• Operational
• Cost per service
• End $ compared with approved $

* As per Customer Panel 
December 2019 Minutes.



February 2020 update

• Business IT has developed a new IT Benefits Realisation Framework using the AER 
Guidance for non-network ICT capex expenditure (28 Nov 2019) (including categories) and 
incorporating feedback from the December 2019 Customer Panel discussion (for 
assessment criteria and measures).

• This Benefits Framework and assessment criteria has been applied across the Business IT 
Program and Project Delivery Framework and is transitioning towards full implementation 
for 2020/21. It will be continuously reviewed and improved over the next two financial years.

• The Benefits Framework covers the end-to-end process from initiative idea through to 
planning, delivery and benefits realisation.

• It will improve investment decision making when choosing the right projects and help us to 
make informed decisions as investment progresses (e.g. stopping projects where it is 
determined that benefits can no longer be realised).



Categories and criteria

Category Sub-category AER 
assessment 
tools

Recurrent Trend analysis
Benchmarking
Business case

Non-recurrent Maintain Business case

Comply Business case

New/expand Cost benefits 
analysis with
positive Net 
Present Value 
(NPV)

Criteria Type of 
measure

Value

Cost and return on 
investment

Financial Positive NPV of 10% 
higher than cost

Counterfactual Financial Positive NPV

Strategic alignment 
and value

Scored 
assessment

Greater than 50%

Ease of business 
change

Scored 
assessment

Greater than 50%

Architecture 
alignment

Scored 
assessment

Greater than 50%

Ease of delivery 
and operation

Scored 
assessment

Greater than 50%

IT Expenditure Categories – AER guidance IT assessment criteria and high-level measures/values



Sample of scoring assessment







Update from the 
Revenue Proposal Reference Group

Dr Georgina Davis 
CEO Queensland Farmers’ Federation 

Matthew Myers
Manager Revenue Reset 



Review of the Revenue Proposal Reference Group 
Meeting 31 January 2020
1. Annual Benchmarking Report (data 2017/18)

*while Powerlink was at the bottom, position starting 
to lift due to a reduction in OPEX

* Energy not supplied
* One‐off events impact despite little change to
productivity change

* Does this lead to perverse outcomes (overinvestment)
* Next AER benchmark report due before RP submission
* AER reluctant to comment



2. ISP and Contingent Projects
* Definition (projects that ‘pop up’ between RP periods)
* Still need a RIT‐T (could be done in parallel)
* Implications for some of the new interconnectors proposed
* Question to AER regarding monitoring of what is BAU with RIT‐T 
versus ISP projects
* Different levels of assessment <$1B versus over
* Review of ISP 2020
* Impacts of REZs – need for further investment but need to protect 
consumers
* Role of AER
* Cost assumptions in ISP made by AEMO – advocate concerns
* Duplication of work between AEMO and TNSPs



3. Business Narrative
* We are reviewing this today
* Initial comments, included target audience, expand on risks and 
environment, revisit vision as Powerlink provides energy to non‐
Queenslanders
4. Service Target Performance Incentive 
Scheme (STPIS)
* Incentive for reliability and availability of electrons – more just 
reliability now
* Historically performed well
* Impact of RE/REZs on future signal strength
* Approach to AER to reconsider scheme
* $40M fines for Powerlink – who pays?



2019 Stakeholder Perception Survey Insights

Nicole Maguire
Manager External Communications



• This year is an online ‘pulse’ survey – 95 respondents using self complete 
web-based questionnaire 

• Survey provides insights into:
– Social licence to operate (SLO) and reputation scores

– Key stakeholder issues

– Customer service perceptions

Methodology

49



2014 - 2019 Social licence to operate

Social Licence to Operate
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• Powerlink’s social 
licence to operate is 
in  the high approval 
range



Reputation
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2014 to 2019 overall reputation Reputation by stakeholder group



Key issues and insights
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Insights are reflective of challenges in responding to 
the rapidly changing environment.  

Dealing with the energy system transition

Transparency and stakeholder engagement

Price

Top 3 Stakeholder Issues

Collaboration and stakeholder engagement

Communication and transparency

Capability and commerciality

What exceptional customer service 
looks like from Powerlink

Transparency and stakeholder engagement

What stakeholders most value from 
Powerlink



Energy Charter update

Gerard Reilly
General Manager Communications



Accountability Panel Report
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• Published on 4 December 2019
• Placed a high level of value on CEO meetings
• Six major themes identified:

1. Know your customers and communities
2. Go above and beyond compliance
3. Leverage high-impact points for change 

together
4. Develop metrics and report on progress
5. Close the loop on initiatives
6. Elevate and optimise dispute resolution

• 32 recommendations



Accountability Panel Report
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Improvements for Disclosure Statements:
• Better categorise customer segments 
• Include summary of Disclosure development and 

approval process
• Be clear on areas for improvement including 

acknowledging past poor performance
• Target shorter document - 15 pages long
• Avoid repetition of information across principles
• Avoid reference to outcomes which are related to 

compliance with regulation or rules
• Provide clarity on how staff incentives are directly 

related to better customer outcomes
• More focus on community and environment from a 

safety perspective.



Powerlink 2020 Disclosure Statement

56

Keep it concise and accessible (15 pages) 
• Introduction by Chair, CEO and Customer Panel (1 page)
• Self-assessed maturity across all Principles in a table 

(1 page)
• “Our customers and our communities” (1-2 pages)
• Case studies – our customer outcomes 2020 and 

reporting on commitments from last year’s disclosures 
(1-2 pages)

• Each Principle – evidence of maturity and opportunities 
for continuous improvement (7- 10 pages)

• Corporate Scorecard (1- 2 pages)

Q. How else can we improve our 
2020 Disclosure Statement?



Better Together Initiatives

57

• Purpose is to progress collaboration across the 
energy sector that leads to tangible customer 
outcomes aligned to the Energy Charter

• Currently 14 Better Together Initiatives

• Ensuring that initiatives align with priority areas 
identified by Accountability Panel Report

BT#1 – Know your customer and communities
• More consistent approach to customer 

engagement across the industry

• Better-practice repository

• Identify opportunities for collaborative engagement 
by energy businesses

BT#2 – Customer Voice
• Ensuring customer voice is embedded at Board 

level

• Forming working group with view to publish report 
in late 2020



Afternoon tea break



Business Narrative

Gerard Reilly
General Manager Communications



Business Narrative

60

Purpose 

• Provide a broader context to Powerlink’s 2023-27 Revenue Proposal, including our long-term 
view about our operations, challenges and opportunities and how we plan to deliver better value 
for our customers.  

Feedback received from RPRG

• Clearer on target audience
• Reference environment as driver
• Customer driver needs to focus on more than just affordability
• Stronger emphasis that we do not replace ‘like for like’
• Outline how the Revenue Proposal will respond to challenges



Business Narrative
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We are seeking feedback from the Customer Panel: 

• What are your views on the updated business narrative (topics covered, detail 
provided, readability)?

• What improvements should we consider?



Review of customer engagement approach –
2023-27 Revenue Determination process

Gerard Reilly
General Manager Communications



Progress to date
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• Co-Design Workshop – May 2019
• Draft Engagement Plan circulated for comment –

August to September 2019
• Established Revenue Proposal Reference Group –

December 2019
• High level early forecasts released – December 2019

2023-27 Revenue Determination Process 
Engagement Goal

To undertake engagement to deliver a Revenue 
Proposal that is capable of acceptance by our 

customers, the Australian Energy Regulator and 
Powerlink



Engagement scope
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Engagement scope

65
Highlighted circles indicate Powerlink’s current view of areas of higher engagement focus.
Q. Do we need to change the elements of the Revenue Proposal in our engagement focus?
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Engagement evaluation

66Q. Can we improve the way we evaluate our engagement?

What are we measuring How are we going to measure KPI

Effectiveness and quality of 
information provided to 
stakeholders

 Pulse check surveys
 Informal debriefs
 Test materials (e.g. information 

sheets) with customers

70% of participants rated the information provided 
relevant and accessible

Satisfaction level of 
stakeholders with 
engagement activities

 Post-activity satisfaction surveys
 Informal debriefs and feedback.

An overall satisfaction rating of 7/10 for 
engagement activities

Stakeholders were engaged 
at appropriate level on the 
IAP2 spectrum

 Survey/solicit feedback from external 
stakeholders

 Internal review
 Peer review/audit

Identified that majority of stakeholders had 
appropriate level of influence on Powerlink 
decision-making

Impact of engagement on 
Powerlink decision making 
and quality of 
feedback/input received

 Survey/solicit feedback from external 
stakeholders

 Internal review
 Peer review/audit

Ability to demonstrate what changed as a result of 
engagement.

Timely delivery of 
engagement program  Internal monitoring Engagement program delivered on-schedule.

Improvement in social 
licence to operate score and 
reputation scores

 Formal research via the Stakeholder 
Perception Survey

Improvement in social licence to operate and 
reputation scores, and positive verbatim feedback 
regarding Revenue Determination process 
engagement.



Engagement timeline
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Engagement timeline
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Proposed new timings

• Change the timing of the Preliminary Positions and Forecasts Paper from June 
to July 2020

• One month public submission period in August 2020
• Deep dives in August/September 2020, as required
• Regional engagement forums in August/September 2020
• Customer Panel meeting in November 2020 will focus on Revenue Proposal.

Q. Are there any other ways we can improve our engagement?



Powerlink’s transmission pricing 
consultation process update

Ben Wu
Manager, Pricing and Billing 



• Transmission pricing Consultation Paper published July 2019
• Rationale: promoting more efficient use of the network and lower costs for 

customers in the future 
• Engagement: informed and guided by Customer Panel, our customers, network 

service providers and other stakeholders
• Pricing criteria: equity/fairness, price stability and transparency, and efficient 

price signals
• 10 pricing options across four broad groups: 

– alternatives to cost reflective network pricing 
– improving how transmission customers are charged 
– peak and off-peak 
– other initiatives.

Pricing consultation recap
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Stakeholder feedback

• General support for the proposed criteria, noting there would be potential trade-offs

• Support for the general direction of the review and acknowledgement there may be 
potential value in greater alignment with distribution pricing structures

• Customers want to understand the full implications of alternative pricing methodologies 
before providing specific comments

• Some customers considered there was merit in investigating a higher weighting of 
locational costs, moving towards capacity based pricing and alternatives to peak/off-peak 
pricing

• Interest in why Powerlink is looking to enhance demand based signals when demand is not 
driving network constraints.



Based on discussions and feedback received on the initial paper and recognising the 
balance between enhancing cost reflective pricing signals, interaction with pricing 
criteria and customer impacts, Powerlink intends to provide detailed information on 
the following options: 

– Rebalancing between locational and non-locational components to a 60/40 
split

• efficient price signal

– Locational charges determined on peak demand only
• price stability

– kVA charging
• equity/fairness
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Proposed way forward
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Indicative 2020 pricing consultation timetable



We are seeking input from the Panel on the following:

What else should we consider in developing the 
Draft Positions Paper?

74

Customer Panel feedback



Close and thanks 


