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Large-scale Renewable Energy Target

1. Are the existing 41,000 GWh LRET 2020 target amtioe interim annual targets
appropriate? What are the implications of changingpe target in terms of economic
efficiency, environmental effectiveness and equity?

SUMMARY

¢ To ensure investment occurs, the LRET target of 41,000 GWh by 2020 should
not be changed.

e The LRET mechanism results in high economic efficiency by ensuring that the
lowest cost renewable projects are bid first. Uncertainty is delaying projects,
which will lead to economic inefficiencies.

e As gas prices rise, it is entirely possible that the long run marginal cost of wind
energy will be lower than for gas fired power stations

¢ To maximise environmental effectiveness, the LRET should be complimentary
to the actions of countries globally. Australia’s target is significantly lower than
many leading economies.

* The LRET does not contribute materially to the retail cost of electricity. A
lowering of the LRET target would result in higher costs being imposed on the
nation due to adverse climate change impacts.

* Public support for renewable energy remains high.

The 41,000 GWh LRET 2020 target is appropriate gtr@lld remain the same until 2020 in
order to provide investment stability. The biggestue for the electricity industry in terms of
the RET is the stability of the target. There mistcertainty in the target in order to drive
investment.

The near-term interim targets for the next few gamould ideally be higher in order to soak
up the excess LGCs from the solar multiplier asckijyi as possible, however it is
acknowledged that a hump in the near-term may agthsonable given the short timeframe
that would then be required for the constructiomeiv projects. RAC therefore recommends
that the interim annual targets be left as they are

The electricity industry has been able to meetrdugiirements of the RET to date and RAC
expects that the industry will be able to meet regoents to 2020.

A new post-2020 target is appropriate, in whichecasvould be advantageous to set such a
target as soon as possible in order to provide-terg investment certainty.

Economic Efficiency

The LRET to date has been successful in deliveon@wmically efficient renewable energy
generation. The LRET's market-based bidding sysefficiently ensures that bidders and

offerors are matched appropriately to ensure lowest renewable energy generation is
brought to market first.
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Uncertainty about the LRET target is causing investnt delays

Uncertainty about the future level of the RET isdeg to caution in investment in
renewables. Developers of renewable projects cilyréace difficulty in achieving financing
for projects due to this uncertainty, as offtakgrémarily the electricity retailers) seek to pass
on RET review risks to the project owners. In addit offtakers are reticent to sign offtake
agreements due to this uncertainty.

Developers of all power projects, including fodsilled projects, face the same risks and
additional costs due to the uncertainty in futueeicity policy. Any continuing uncertainty
in the RET scheme will lead to continued economigfficiency (ie higher electricity pool
prices) as a result of:

« higher project funding costs and hence higher eyt prices to recoup the higher
cost of funding. When faced with this uncertairttgpt providers will require a lower
amount of leverage, which results in lower retdforsowners unless electricity prices
rise;

« delays in construction of renewable power projatthe short- to medium-term may
lead to a rush for project construction in the fears before 2020. This would place
a high demand on skilled construction professignaisnstruction crews and
construction equipment such as specialist crapegialist trailers for transport, and
civil and electrical equipment such as trenchingmiges, high voltage transformers
and switchgear. It may also place a high demane@gqunpment manufacturers, for
example wind turbine, solar PV and solar thermalpsiars. Such demand would be
likely to increase the cost of project equipmend aonstruction, which would also
lead to an increased cost of electricity for constgrdown the track compared to
having a stable ramp-up of construction of renewalbjects.

« construction of new fossil-fuelled power plantsctsias new coal-fired or gas-fired
plant, to replace delayed renewable generatioas@Iplants may be required to shut
down before the end of their design life as a tesuihigher carbon prices. Costs of
construction of all generation are passed on tswoers so such investment and
premature closure of power plants would lead tdghdr cost of electricity in the
long term.

By 2020, the cost of generation from wind and gadikely to be similar

The price of generation from wind and gas is exgektb be similar by 2020. As a result of
rapid growth in energy use by our regional neiglibpAustralia’s coal and gas reserves are
increasingly in demand, resulting in a substantiatease in the domestic price of these
commodities to compete with international pricirigeliance on these commodities for
Australia’s low cost energy supply is becoming @agingly difficult. Domestic buyers of gas
already face difficulty arranging long term suppmlgntracts because resources are being
allocated to offshore markets.

Recent research shows that, based on reasonatitetragpectations for gas prices, the Long
Run Marginal Cost of gas generation is higher tihanprice at which wind power projects are
feasible.

Generation using no/low carbon emissions intensitill reduce the costs of climate change
Chapter 11 of theGarnaut Climate Change Reviefeommissioned by the Australian
Government, delivered in May 2011), on costing elienchange and its avoidance, examines
the mitigation costs to Gross National Product digio the 21 century and concludes that
stronger mitigation is justified by benefits in umance value and non-market values in the
21% century and much large benefits beyond, and tteet tosts of action are less than the
costs of inaction”. The RET is one form of actianwhich this statement applies, and a
higher RET target post 2020 is likely to be ecoruatty beneficial for Australia.
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It would appear to be most economically benefithaincrease the Renewable Energy Target
to a significantly higher number over a certaingframe, with the ability to bring forward the
target if more generation is constructed than ebgueat the time of making the target, and
without the ability to reduce the target. It mayepvbe a consideration to require all new
generation infrastructure to be renewable generaiittil the target is reached. This would
create a stable investment environment and leadrtmre economically efficient rollout of
power generation projects over time.

Environmental Effectiveness

Australia’s high emissions intensity will reduce adirect result from the introduction of
wind generation capacity. Australia’'s per capitaboa emissions are the highest in the
OECD and among the highest in the world. Australjzér capita electricity consumption is
significantly higher than the OECD average, whilg per capita emissions due to electricity
generation are more than three times the OECD geefsee Figure 1 and Figure 2). The
difference is due to the high emissions intensftglectricity generated in Australia and the
Garnaut Climate Change Revie®008, points out that relative to other OECD d¢das,
Australia’s high emissions are mainly the resultoaf reliance on coal for electricity and
energy intensive industry.

Australia
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Figure 1: Per capita greenhouse gas emissions é@a@limate Change Review, 2008)
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Figure 2: Per capita emissions due to electri@®05 (Garnaut Climate Change Review,

2008)
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As more renewable capacity is built, the emissiamensity of electricity production
delivered falls because the zero emissions renenedpacity, which has very low marginal
cost, displaces higher marginal cost, emissiondymimg coal, gas or distillate-fired thermal
generation capacity. Figure 19 below, from the E@ldanergy Council'sWind farm
investment, employment and carbon abatement inrdliasReport from June 2012 shows
that every MWh of generation from wind farms in tNational Electricity Market directly
reduces carbon emissions by a factor that varipsriBng on the generation technology that
is displaced in each state. Any renewable generatiee to the RET scheme would thus be
effective in reducing Australia’s carbon emissions.

Figure 19 Projected abatement intensity of wind farms for each region of the NEM
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Figure 19: Abatement intensity of wind farms in dMEM (Clean Energy Council, 2012)

While from a global perspective the Australian &rgf 41,000 GWh/yr of renewable
generation is small, a strong LRET scheme wouldeappo be the most effective policy to
reduce Australia’s carbon emissions. Australia’ges should be aligned with what other
countries are doing to reduce carbon emissionsicpkarly our trading partners.

As mentioned in the Issues Paper, there are législar planned renewable energy or
renewable electricity targets in over 85 countriesye than half of which are in developed
countries. As mentioned in the Issues Paper, therdéegislated or planned renewable energy
targets in over 85 countries, more than half of cwhare in developing countries. A
significant number of countries have higher targieés Australia, including:

« Canada has a renewallectricitytarget of 90% by 2020.

¢ The USA has an 80% renewablectricitytarget by 2035.

* The 27 member states of the European Union (EU§ hacsombined target of 20% of
all energyuse to come from renewables by 2020, which induttensport and
heating fuels in addition to electricity.

« Each EU member country has its own renewallergy(not just electricity) target
that includes all energy consumption. For example:

- Norway: 67.5% by 2020;
- Sweden: 49% by 2020;
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- Latvia: 40% by 2020;

- Finland: 38% by 2020;

- Austria: 34% by 2020;

- Portugal: 31% by 2020;

- Denmark: 30% by 2020 and 100% by 2050;

- Estonia and Slovenia: 25% by 2020;

- Romania: 24% by 2020;

- France and Lithuania: 23% by 2020;

- Spain and Croatia: 20% by 2020;

- The remaining 13 EU countries (Germany, Greecédy, |Bulgaria, Ireland,
Poland, the UK, the Netherlands, Slovakia, Belgitihe Czech Republic,
Cyprus, Hungary, Luxembourg and Malta) each ha&d2@newablenergy
targets of between 10 and 18%.

« Austria had a 78% renewalséectricity target by 2010, Portugal 45%, Finland
31.5%, Spain 30%, Denmark 29%, and Greece a 20%weadileelectricity
target by 2010.

* In the EU, the energy (ie not just electricity) abed from renewable sources is
estimated to have contributed to 12.4% of the EemopUnion's overall energy
consumption in 2010, up from 11.7% in 2009.

« The UK is considering introducing a 30% renewalbéeteicity target by 2020
and aim to reduce the carbon intensity of ele¢yriby 90% by 2030 (from
500 gCO2/kWh today to 50 gCO2/kWh in 2030).

e Morocco has a 40% renewable energy target by 20&We(ing all energy
consumption), including 2 GW of wind and 2 GW ofaslectricity plants.

* India has a target of 14.5 GW of additional rendeaddectricity by 2015 and 20
GWh of solar electricity by 2022;

e Saudi Arabia has a target of 41 GW of solar by 2032

¢ Mexico: 40% by 2014.

* New Zealand: 90% by 2025.

* China: 17% of China's electricity and 8% of Chinafsergy came from renewable
sources in 2007. This is projected to increasel8d Penewable electricity and 15%
renewable energy by 2020.

« Japan is shifting its focus from nuclear to rendea&mergy

e The G8 (France, Germany, ltaly, Japan, the Unitémgdom, the United States,
Canada and Russia), comprising 51% of 2011 globatimal GDP and 42.5% of
global GDP, agreed in July 2008 a target to cub@lemissions by 50% in 2050.

Equity

The Garnaut Climate Change Revie®008, found that the costs of action on climdtange

in the 2£' century are less than the costs of inaction. Bwew found that GNP is higher
with emissions mitigation than without by the eridre century, and that the loss of present
value of median climate change GNP through theucgnwill be outweighed by other
benefits: “On a balance of probabilities, the feslwf our generation on climate change
mitigation would lead to consequences that woulthh&Aumanity until the end of time.”

Public support for wind energy projects remainshhidespite a vocal campaign by a very
small number of anti-wind campaigners. Various ottnducted by RATCH-Australia, other
developers and by the Clean Energy Council continuedicate that nearly 80% of people
support wind farms, including those living in arehat already have wind projects in their
area.
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2. Is the target trajectory driving sufficient ingment in renewable energy capacity to meet
the 2020 target? How much capacity is needed to tntlee target? How much is currently
committed? Has the LRET driven investment in skillkat will assist Australia in the
future?

SUMMARY

¢ The target trajectory has driven development of renewable energy (potential of
>41,000GWh) that is more than sufficient to meet the 2020 target.

* The LRET has resulted in a significant growth in the renewable energy industry,
particularly skills relating to development, construction and operations.

To date, there has been a lag in the move fromaaole energy development to operations
due to:

* The presence of a huge number of excess LGC catté8 created by the solar
multiplier reducing the need for retailers to pwash certificates from new renewable
energy projects;

e Continuing uncertainty about the future of the REAding to a lack of investment by

developers and an unwillingness by offtakers ardbléi parties to sign offtake
agreements.

However there is more than sufficient developmentnteet the 2020 target. There are
currently about 7 GW of wind energy with developmapproval and a further 20 GW of
wind energy under development.
« If the 7 GW of wind energy with development applowas constructed, then this
would imply generation of 21,462 GWhtyr
e According toEnergy in Australia 2012Australian Government Bureau of Resources
and Energy Economics), and as per page 9 of thed93aper, renewables accounted
for 19,711 GWh of electricity generation in 2009-10
* These two sources of renewable energy are suffit@meet the 41,000 GWh/yr
2020 LRET target.
¢ In addition to this, there is another 6 GW of wiedergy currently in the approvals

process that is likely to be approved in the next jears, giving the potential for a
further 18,500 MWh/yr by 2020.

However, achievement of the LRET target depends upeestment certainty for developers
and offtakers to allow construction of renewabhesrf now until 2020.

Has the LRET driven investment in skills that will assist Australia in the future?
The LRET has driven investment in skills that vaifisist Australia in future development of

renewables. The renewables industry is growing iand now a significant provider of
employment in areas of development, constructi@hcgeration and maintenance.

! Assuming an average capacity factor of 35%
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3. In the context of other climate and renewablelipes, is there a case for the target to
continue to rise after 2020?

SUMMARY

e To avoid additional costs associated with the impacts of climate change, there
is an argument for a prudently staged increase in the LRET target after 2020.
Australia would not be moving “ahead of the crowd” in doing so.

* This would allow for continued development of renewables.

* The termination date for the LRET of 2030 is starting to create issues with
financing as many offtakers will only contract until 2030.

In the context of climate policies and the costlahate change impacts, there is a case for
the target to be increased after 2020. A 20% tasgetv based on what many other countries
are seeking to achieve, as outlined in our resptmngaestion 1.

The major conclusion of the Australian Governmer@lmate Commission Reporf he
Critical Decade published in May 2011, was that a temperaturecase of 2 degrees is the
upper limit or “guard rail” for global warming, begd which our climate will become
dangerously unstable. To have even a 75% chanstaping below this threshold, global
emissions from 2010 onwards must be limited tallioin tonnes.

The graph below, sourced from the Potsdam Instigitews the rate of emissions reductions
required from selected countries in order to awideeding the 2 degree guardrail. It allows
an equitable rate of global reductions and takesaacount the current, per-capita emissions
levels of different countries. The work shows tlifaevery country had the same carbon

budget per person from 2010, countries like the W&AId have to reduce more quickly due

to their high current emissions.

Any increase in the renewable energy target aff@02should be subject to a cost-benefit
analysis to ensure that this is the most cost-gfkegvay to deliver emissions reductions.
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Per Capita Global Carbon Budget 2010-2050
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Source: Prof. Hans Jeachim Schefinhuber, Director, Petsdam institute

4. Should the target be a fixed gigawatt hour tatgdor the reasons outlined by the
Tambling Review, with the percentage being an ounes?

SUMMARY

¢ A fixed gigawatt hour target allows for investment certainty.

» Changing to a target that changes with forecasts will reduce certainty and
result in inefficiencies that are likely to result in higher costs.

As outlined in the Tambling Review, the target diddie a fixed gigawatt hour target. A fixed
GWh target is established practice throughout ity of the RET and as discussed in the
Issues Paper the 2003 Tambling review concluded tha

"The Review Panel [is] convinced ... that any futiarget should continue to be expressed in
terms of a fixed GWh level. By their nature, prats of electricity demand contain a
degree of uncertainty. The changes in projectedtebity demand that have occurred since
the MRET was announced demonstrate that a percetitaged target would require the
corresponding generation level to be regularly sed. This would adversely impact on
market certainty. Risk is a key factor in investiragrcision making, so that any changes to
MRET that would reduce market certainty would aisduce the prospect of attracting the
required financial backing for projects. The ReviPanel considers that a fixed target is
more compatible with market certainty, with MRERgustry development objective, which
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defines a level of renewable energy generationerathan a percentage of a fluctuating
electricity market over which the industry has ootcol.”

RATCH-Australia supports this statement. Recentudision about this RET review and
statements from parties advocating a change taeptge target have created significant
market uncertainty which has led to both increassld and difficulty in obtaining financial
backing for all power projects (renewable and nemewable), both internally and from
external debt providers.

There is considerable increase in uncertainty shthe target be moved from a fixed GWh
amount to a percentage that is regularly reviewed.

In addition, the Commonwealth commitment is &t feast20% of Australia’s electricity
from renewable sources by 2020". This is consistétit being a fixed gigawatt hour target,
with the potential to increase the target if iréasonably expected that the fixed target will
fall short of the 20%.

5. Should the target be revised to reflect change®nergy forecasts? If so, how can this
best be achieved — as a change in the fixed gigawatur target, or the creation of a
moving target that automatically adjusts to annuahergy forecasts? How should changes
in pre-existing renewable generation be taken irdaocount? What are the implications in
terms of economic efficiency, environmental effecness and equity?

SUMMARY

e The LRET target should not be revised to reflect changes in energy forecasts.

« Changing to a target that changes with forecasts (both higher and lower) will
reduce certainty and result in inefficiencies that are likely to result in higher
costs.

* Uncertainty may also penalise existing renewable generation if the value of the
output (particularly LGCs) fall as a result of reductions in LGC requirements.

The target should not be revised to reflect chanmgesergy forecasts.

Energy forecasts fluctuate from year to year, antanging target based on a moving energy
forecast would create a significant amount of utagety for investors and purchasers of all
electricity and LGCs. Uncertainty inevitably leadshigher costs and less efficiency — for
example, developers of both renewable and fosslldd plant will face higher funding costs
from banks as the policy position will be less agriover the life of the generation asset.

Please refer to our response to question 1 (Areexigting 41,000 GWh LRET 2020 target

and the interim annual targets appropriate) fother comments on the implications of
revising the target in terms of economic efficignegvironmental effectiveness and equity.
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6. What are the costs and benefits of increasing,not increasing, the LRET target for
Clean Energy Finance Corporation-funded activitied®hat are the implications in terms
of economic efficiency, environmental effectivenessd equity?

SUMMARY

* The LRET target should be increased to allow for CEFC funded activities.

* The CEFC’s size has a disruptive potential with regard to the volume of LGCs
and the cost to generate these LGCs.

The LRET target should be increased for any Cleaar@y Finance Corporation-funded
activities so that any LGCs generated by CEFC fdrmutejects are additional to the existing
41,000 GWh target.

CEFC investment would affect the mix of renewalhergy generation by creating a new
source of LGCs that are, in effect, Governmentdiglided. These projects would be
supplying LGCs in competition with private investmethat only has access to private
funding and would therefore be creating an unevayimy ground.

The size of the CEFC is such that it could havetamgially distorting effect on the outcome
if it were allowed to be included in the existindRET target, and that would increase
uncertainty for private investment.

The purpose of the CEFC should be to fund projesisg emerging renewable technologies,
such as solar thermal, that are not yet cost-cdtiyeetvith established renewables. If the
LRET was not increased for CEFC projects then theafe sector would again face

uncertainty as to the supply of LGCs to 2020. Twizuld have the effect of reducing

investment in the most cost-competitive forms afergable energy (such as wind and solar
PV) which are likely to be ineligible for CEFC fusndThis would seem at odds with the
efficient operation of the electricity market, wkopurpose should be to provide reliable
electricity at the lowest cost to consumers, anthody inequitable for developers of wind

farms and solar PV projects who would be disadgetdy the CEFC “picking winners”.

The Issues Paper states that increasing the famg@€EFC funded projects would require “a

prediction of how many certificates CEFC fundedjgets are likely to produce out to 2030,

which is likely to be difficult in the short-mediutarm”. Considering that financing for every

electricity project is dependent on having an aatauestimate of the amount of generation
expected, one would think that the number of dediés likely to be generated by any CEFC-
funded project over the period from its commissignio 2030 would be possible to estimate
relatively accurately, with the target increasedeaglired.

7. Is the calculation of individual liability usinghe Renewable Power Percentage the most
appropriate methodology?

Yes.

8. Is it appropriate to set the Renewable Powerdeertage by 31 March of the compliance
year?

No comment.
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9. Is the shortfall charge set at an appropriatesé to ensure the 2020 target is met?

SUMMARY
e The shortfall charge should be indexed to CPI, to prevent it losing its incentive
over time.

The shortfall charge should be changed so as iodaxed to CPI. This was demonstrated by
the original RET scheme in 2000-2009, for which shertfall charge was rendered worthless
as a penalty by the end of the scheme due toiorilat

In order for the RET to be effective, the shorttdiarge should be set such that the penalty is
a sufficient incentive for parties to purchase LG&tber than suffer the penalty.

10. Are there other issues relating to the liabjlior surrender framework the Authority
should consider?

No

11. What are the costs and benefits of the curremtemption arrangements? Are they
appropriate?

The RET includes partial exemptions for trade-egpoantities and is important for Australia

to retain its competitiveness in cases where otbentries do not have similar generation
policies in place. However, at least 85 countri@gehsome form of renewable energy target,
and therefore such exemptions may not be relevanthiose countries. When reviewing

exemptions, the renewable policies of the releviatting partner countries should be taken
into account.

Self-generators, who are not liable under the RiF€sumably include a large number of
mining projects in Western Australia who have tlmim off-grid electricity generation. It is

not equitable that those companies be exempt framti@mnal scheme. Again, the broader
community and other power users are unfairly expdseincreased liability due to these
exemptions.

12. The self-generator exemption pre-dates the ainiss intensive, trade exposed patrtial
exemptions — are both required? If so, why?

Exemptions should only be granted on the basie@ining a level playing field with other
countries. As such, provided that an appropriaderexposed exemption is in place, the self-
generator exemption is unnecessary.

13. What, if any, changes to the current exemptiarrangements should be made? What
would be the impact of those changes on directlfeafed businesses and the broader
community?

Any trade-exposed partial exemptions should be tgchrand reviewed on the basis of
maintaining competitiveness with the applicablentoutrading partner.

RATCH-Australia Corporation Limited, ABN 31 106 617 332 Page 12 of 18



RATCH-Australia Corporation

14. Is a list approach to ‘eligible renewable soes appropriate?

The list approach to “eligible renewable sourcesappropriate, and as stated in the Issues
Paper this list is consistent with the definitiost ®ut in the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change 2011 repoRenewable Energy Sources and Climate Change Miigat

15. Are there additional renewable sources whiclosald be eligible under the REE Act?
RATCH-Australia does not believe that any additioeaewable sources should be eligible at
this time.

16. Should waste coal mine gas be included in tHeTR Should new capacity of waste coal
mine gas be included in the RET?

It would seem inappropriate that waste coal ming lga included in the RET because the
RET is designed to promote renewable energy. Wabte gas is not renewable.

17. What would be the costs and benefits of anyoramended changes to eligible
renewable sources?

It is recommended that there be no changes tasthef leligible renewable sources.

18. Are the LRET accreditation and registration predures appropriate and working
efficiently?

RATCH-Australia believes that the LRET accreditatiand registration procedures are
appropriate and working efficiently.
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Small-scale Renewable Energy Scheme

As RATCH-Australia is a developer, owner and oparalf large-scale electricity projects,
we do not intend to comment on the SRES excephaoektent that it affects the LRET
scheme.

19. What do you consider to be the costs and beseidf having a separate scheme for
small-scale technologies?

The separate scheme for small-scale technologiesldtallow the large-scale LRET to

function as intended. Otherwise, as demonstrat@di®-2011, specific incentives for small-
scale generation such as the solar multiplier rediube incentive for large-scale projects
under the RET and reduced the effectiveness oREBE itself due to the creation of large
numbers of certificates that were not associatéd generation.

20. Should there continue to be a separate scheanesinall-scale technologies?

Yes.

21. Is the uncapped nature of the SRES appropriate?

No comment.

22. What do you see as being the costs and benefitan uncapped scheme in terms of
economic efficiency, environmental effectivenessdagquity?

No comment.

23. Is the SRES driving investment in small scalenewable technologies? Is it driving
investment in skills?

No comment.

24. What is the appropriate process for consideriaigd admitting new technologies to the
SRES?

No comment.

25. Should any additional small-scale technologibee eligible to generate small-scale
technology certificates?

No comment.

26. Is it appropriate to include displacement tediogies in the SRES?
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No comment.

27. Should additional eligible technologies undehet SRES be limited to generation
technologies?

No comment.

28. Is deeming an appropriate way of providing ¢écates to SRES participants?

No comment.

29. Are the deeming calculations for different sniatale technology systems reasonable?

No comment.

30. What are the lessons learned from the use oftipliers in the RET? Is there a role for
multipliers in the future?

The use of the solar multiplier was a disasterldoge-scale renewable generation projects
and developers, who could not compete againstpghantom’ certificates created from the
solar multiplier and which unfairly skewed the metrkowards more costly small-scale solar
PV compared to cheaper large-scale wind or solarepoSimilarly, it was environmentally
ineffective considering that the effectivenesshaf scheme was reduced in proportion to the
solar multiplier (due to the 5x solar multipliefi, eertificates from all technologies were then
effectively only worth one fifth of their generatiovalue). The large-scale renewable market
is only now beginning to recover as the oversupglycertificates is reducing and liable
entities are beginning to consider their liabilitgder the RET for the last few years prior to
2020.

The effect has been that despite the large nuntferartificates that have been created, there
is not a corresponding amount of electricity begenerated. This has rendered the RET
ineffective for a number of years as a means obaraging development of new renewable

power projects.

If multipliers are to be used in future, it is fiamdental that they do not provide direct

competition with technologies that are not eligifide such multipliers and that they do not
water down the effectiveness of the RET.

31. Is the Small-scale Technology Certificate Cleay House an effective and efficient
mechanism to support the operation of the SRES?

No comment.

32. Should changes be made to the Clearing Housamgements? If so, what would be the

costs and benefits of any suggested alternativerapphes?

No comment.
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33. Is $40 an appropriate cap for small-scale cicates given the recent fall in cost of
some small-scale technologies, particularly solavP

No comment.

34. Are the SRES administration arrangements appriagpe and working efficiently?

No comment.
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Diversity of renewable energy access

Should the RET design be changed to promote gredligersity, or do you think that, to the
extent that there are barriers to the uptake of ethtypes of renewable energy, these are
more cost-effectively addressed through other mé&ans

The RET should encourage the most cost-effectivengoof renewable energy without
picking winners in terms of technology or scale. the extent that there are barriers to the
uptake of other types of renewable energy, theylshioe addressed outside the RET scheme,
via ARENA or CEFC, for example.

What would be the costs and benefits of driving maliversity through changes to the RET
design?

The most cost-effective form of renewable energyegation during the life of the RET to
date has been large-scale wind. It is expectedathswme time between now and 2020, wind
may be joined by solar PV and potentially solarried as cost-effective technologies, both
around the world and in Australia.

In order to achieve a large-scale shift in generatowards renewables in a short timeframe
with the lowest impact on consumers, the RET shaulgport lowest-cost technologies that
are currently in commercial operation. There dagsseem to be any benefit in driving more
technology diversity which would imply supporting\weloping technologies that are not yet
demonstrated commercially. In addition, utilisifgetRET scheme to meet the aims of the
CEFC funding previously discussed would again delssa the RET scheme and lead to an
inefficient economic outcome.

Review frequency

What is the appropriate frequency for reviews oBtRET?

A two-year review frequency would seem reasonaliMengthe increasing urgency with
which countries around the world are taking stepgatkle climate change, but the review
should be limited to increasing the target and mmte the investment uncertainty around
possible decreases in the target. The 2-year repewod has adversely affected the entire
electricity industry. It has led to uncertaintyciieasing risk and project costs, and delayed
investment decisions, both in terms of renewabhesfassil fuelled generation.

What should future reviews focus on?

Future reviews of the RET scheme should focus on:
* The effectiveness of the scheme and whether ithigack to meet its purpose and its
target;
* Whether the target should be increased;
* Whether the penalty (shortfall charge) should loegiased;
* Whether there are other barriers affecting theciefit, effective and equitable
deployment of renewable electricity generationgety, such as particular planning laws
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for wind farms in various states when comparedtb@roforms of generation, and how
such barriers can be addressed;

Further Comments

In addition to the responses to the questions posete Issues Paper, RATCH Australia
wishes to add the following comments in relatioth® RET review:

Impact of wind farms

Section 4.6 of the Issues Paper notes that themNdtHealth and Medical Research Council
is investigating the impact of wind farms on huntealth by commissioning a systematic
review of the scientific literature to examine thessible impacts of wind farms on human
health, including audible and inaudible noise. RATTBustralia would like to point out that
the National Health and Medical Research Coungichaled in their 2009 study that “there
was no published scientific evidence to positivighk wind turbines with adverse health
effects.” Wind Farms and Human HealttAustralian Government National Health and
Medical Research Council, 3 Sep 2012). This assm#smatches assessments by other
similar agencies throughout the world.

The scientifically accepted research on wind twebmoise, both audible and inaudible (such
as low frequency noise) continues to show themoigstablished link to health issues. It is
also important to note that there is a signifidawel of misinformation being spread about
the impact of wind farms by a handful of anti-wiiagim lobby groups.

Impact on market prices

As per Section 7.2 of the Issues Paper, experieiibethe merit order effect in Germany and
in South Australia have demonstrated that increafnels of renewables (predominantly
wind and solar) in the grid lead to lower electyigrices.

Electricity network security

As noted in Section 7.3 of the Issues Paper, AERuires all significant new generation to
participate in central dispatch processes to cbotrtput and hence ensure network security.
Network security seems to be an issue that isddigeopponents of renewables as a reason
that renewables should not be supported, howevgrantice, areas around the world that
have increasing levels of renewables in the gmdidding South Australia) have achieved
this without an adverse impact on network secutithas been demonstrated that the output
of intermittent generation such as wind and sodar loe reliably predicted in advance, and as
more is constructed over a larger area the sprdatbaations means that any local
intermittency is significantly reduced.
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