
  

   

Final minutes 
Customer Advisory Panel meeting: Future of the National Electricity Market (NEM) 
 

Meeting  

Date Monday 19 April 2021 

Time Meeting from 2.00 – 4.00pm, including a 5-minute break 

Location Microsoft Teams 

Facilitator  Renate Vogt  

Attendees CAP members: Natalie Collard, Emma Chessell, Gavin Dufty, Dean Lombard, 

Tennant Reed 

CPPALUE: Renate Vogt (General Manager Regulation), Joanne Pafumi (General 

Manager Corporate Affairs), Mark Clarke (General Manager Electricity Networks), 

Brent Cleeve (Head of Policy and Compliance), Mark De Villiers (Head of Regulatory 

Pricing), Megan Willcox (Head of Regulatory Performance and Analysis), Greg 

Hannan (Head of Network Strategy), Adam Nason (Head of Customer Experience), 

Sonja Lekovic (Manager Regulatory Projects), Elizabeth Carlile (Manager 

Regulatory Projects), Ellen Lukin (Regulatory Analyst) 

 

Agenda items and actions 

Item  Who Item Actions 

1 Renate 

Vogt 

Welcome N/A  

2 Sonja 

Lekovic 

Enabling demand side participation in a two-sided market 

Key feedback  

Draft principles to enable greater DER participation 

• General agreement that the draft principles are all very 
important and cover the key points 

• Recommendation to include a clearer principle 
regarding information provision to customers to assist 
them in making informed decisions and choices 

• Recommendation to include a clearer principle about 
creating a level playing field for third parties  

• Recommendation to revisit the framing of the principles 
so it is from the customer perspective i.e. speaking 
from the customer voice and not the network voice 

• There is also the risk of increasing confusion through 
more competition (and customers already have bill 
fatigue). Recommendation to consider a commitment 
for simpler and more certain products as part of a 
transition to more complex products 

• Recommendation to add to the principles a point about 
customer capacity to participant. Note this is distinct 
from being allowed to participate—having the physical 
capacity to do demand response is important and is not 
universal. It is easier to participate in Victoria given the 

CitiPower, 

Powercor and 

United Energy to 

revise principles 
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smart meters 

• Principle 2 is focused on the adequacy of the rewards to 
participate. It is important to clarify the use of DER will 
deliver improvements to all consumers not just DER 
participants. Recommend that part of the principals 
should be achieving benefits for all 

• Recommend adding a bit more detail to the risk 
principles including cyber security to recognise that it’s 
critical to preserve 

• The relationship between distributors and retailers and 
the mediation of the offerings by retailers will be critical 
to how beneficial and understandable these 
arrangements turn out to be. Thinking about this 
relationship is key 

• The expectation that customers will compare different 
service offerings is overstated. It is likely large 
customers will do this but not small  

The role of distributors in demand management and response 

• Networks should get their story straight in this space 
and then educate customers and communities  

• Customers will get offers from networks, retailers and 
aggregators. The process needs to be simple to be 
successful. The complexities need to be dealt with 
through potential partnerships 

• There is broad sympathy towards distributors 
continuing to play in this space. An advantage of 
distributors is they have practise in considering equity 
and customer impacts in their operation which an 
aggregator may not have 

• Networks are well positioned to respond to their own 
problems on the network in this space, and this should 
not necessarily be seen as anti-competitive behaviour 
or blocking innovation. However, where networks have 
a monopoly over all the information then that is a valid 
concern that must be addressed 

• Distributors need to be clear on the value proposition 
they are offering and that it is unique. There should be 
clarity and purpose for what is wanted for customer 
participation with demand response 

• Recommend developing the conversation on the 
locational specifications of demand management 
programs, to pre-empt confusion from customers 

• The goal is to offer services that create value for the 
individuals and communities and the wider system, 
whether through distributors or not. If the purity of 
competition is preserved but there are higher system 
costs this will not a be a preferable outcome  

• The main concern around distributor’s providing 
demand management is how much distributors allow 
competitors to enter the market and how they can 
work together to create the most efficient solution 

• There is a very clear role for networks as the network 



  

   

provider and the platform needs to be clear and open 
to allow different parties to play and to also allow 
different levels of consumer engagement. For example, 
some consumers will just want to ‘set and forget’ 

• Recommendation to enter partnerships with retailers 
and householders in areas where there is a network 
issue. All work together on a common problem 

• Recommendation to take these conversations into local 
communities. Distributors have the unique opportunity 
to address all communities  

• Choice is fantastic but not always realistic. This would 
fundamentally change the customer experience of the 
distributor. It is really challenging to trust we can get 
this right, particularly with the media 

Need for a ‘back stop’ in terms of system security 

• Not having a backstop is very risky and it will perhaps 
be a disincentive for customers—the ultimate backstop 
is rolling blackouts 

• We need a backstop and we need to be realistic of the 
role distributors will play 

• There is a need for clear AEMO guidelines around when 
they could call on distributors for a response – for 
example, only after other system mechanisms were 
exhausted 

• Overall support for a ‘back stop’ for system security 

• Having the ability to do something that is less of an 
imposition than rolling blackouts would be valuable. 
The challenge would be communicating this. Customers 
will still be unhappy with the backstop but there will be 
a better story to tell 

• How rural and regional customers experience choice 
will be very different to how metro customers 
experience choice 

• There’s an argument that distributors should get a 
signal that is performative rather than prescriptive in 
terms of AEMO requiring a specific response for 
additional load  

• People’s feelings will differ widely across the different 
demand management programs. Need to understand 
what is likely to be accepted and not. For example, 
shifting the use of appliances everyday verse not doing 
something once every 4 years. These are very 
difference scenarios and different consumers will have 
a different appetite for changing their demand 

3  Break  

4 Megan 

Wilcox 

Distributed energy integration plan (DEIP) access, pricing, and 

incentives 

Key feedback  

Merit of updating the STPIS for exports 

• It was observed given one of the core principles of the 
draft rule is to put consumption and exports on the 
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same level and to update the STPIS (i.e. STPISe) is a 
reasonable approach 

• Concerns about the STPISe included: 
o If people are being asked to pay in a cost 

reflective way for exports, why do you also 
need to have an incentive scheme? 

o How could you quantify what is efficient 
augmentation? It is a challenging question 
given if you are alleviating constraints at the 
end of the line, this will mean more constraints 
up the line 

o The draft rule would not come in until 4 years. 
Saying now whether it’ll be worthwhile for 
people to pay for exports is difficult to say 

• BSL do not support a new STPIS. There is concern about 
the core principal of putting exports on the same level 
as consumption. Instead, BSL see a lot of value in 
continuing to enable consumers to be able to install 
solar, and connect to the grid – even though they may 
be constrained at times of excess generation 

• Regarding the notion of allowing customers to pay for 
premium access to existing infrastructure – a concern 
was raised that this will lead to an inequitable outcome 
for DER customers that don’t pay i.e. the improved 
access of premium customers will come at their 
expense  

• It very important for people to be able to continue to 
install solar and keep getting connections. Effectiveness 
of dynamic connection agreements will influence this as 
much as anything else 

• Implementing DVMS and dynamic constraint capability 
may be a more valuable value proposition than paying 
for exports  

• There will also be a challenge of estimating what 
efficient investment means in terms of providing export 
services, i.e. reducing under and overinvestment. From 
a customer perspective, paying for export capacity that 
is either already existing or not used in the future is the 
worst case scenario. This warrants a conservative 
approach and thorough processes 

• The challenge is also around making the link between 
capacity and export payments – will customers pay for 
capacity that already exists? 

• It would be advantageous if the AER could do their 
wider review of incentive schemes prior to them 
developing the STPISe scheme.  

STPISe draft design principles 

• The draft design principles are good, but they need to 
be reshaped from a customers’ perspective 

• The dollar value for exports is going to be important for 
this work but for other work we do in energy policy for 
valuing solar exports for communities  
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• Recommend thinking through all the potential winners 
and losers in multiple scenarios  

• The principle to not reward existing non-compliance 
upgrades is seen positively 

• A mechanism needs to be built into the scheme design, 
so networks are not incentivised to build in redundancy 
into the network. There was a concern raised that there 
is likely to be a limit to the amount of network 
augmentation that is really useful, in the long term, to 
support DER, without building the capacity to move 
excess generation into parts of the network that will 
soon have their own excess generation 

• Recommendation to work on articulating what exactly 
the problem is that we are trying to solve 

• Recommendation that following a technical assessment 
of what is required regarding network investment, 
there should also be a representative cost-benefit 
analysis completed. Therefore, is seems necessary for 
any appropriate augmentation to be determined 
through a planning process.  

• Having a one-way incentive scheme to support building 
capacity for as much export capacity as possible, 
without regard to the long-term development of the 
network, and the business case over the lifetime, seems 
likely to lead to inefficient development.  

Merit in export tariffs and developing tariffs for retailers 

• Certain CAP members noted it is inevitable and it needs 
to be done right and have the right regulatory 
oversight. BSL disagrees that it is inevitable.  

• The export tariff can be seen as a price that is on the 
table and then giving the option to customers to choose 
what to do 

• When export tariffs are introduced there needs to be a 
bigger discussion on how the cost of the network is 
shared and if we are doing it right 

• A missing point in cost reflective usage tariffs is that 
they must be simple enough for customers to face 
them however it is not the customer who gets these 
tariffs, it’s the retailer 

• The customer is not best placed to deal with the 
complexity of the tariffs, but we need complex tariffs 
for cost-reflective pricing to work 

• It is essential to develop tariffs for retailers and 
aggregators as retailers will put it in a more digestible 
format for end-use customers  

• There needs to be consideration of positive and 
negative prices for export tariffs because DER is a 
service sometimes and that needs to be recognised 

• Need to consider if people may be better off relying on 
dynamic constraints rather than from negative export 
tariffs. We need to avoid the risk of people paying for 
something they won’t get the full value back on. BSL are 



  

   

interested in the development of DVMS and dynamic 
constraint capability to understand what remaining 
problems need to be solved. BSL noted they are unsure 
that there will be a case for massive augmentation to 
support DER and therefore are not convinced that an 
export tariff will be needed or beneficial, especially in 
the context of a declining FiT.  

• Recommended to develop prices for participants rather 
than just retailers and aggregators as this will be 
required for state government battery programs and 
consumer information rights 

• There was a question on whether networks will be 
rewarding the existing generation that supports the grid 
or just rewarding the marginal change 

• There was concerns about highly cost-reflective tariffs 
and whether this will result in any cost transfers to 
people on basic tariffs. We need a more quantitative 
understanding of how those impacts play out 

• Need to talk to consumers and other parties about the 
potential value proposition that they could enter here 

• BSL also noted that the rules are expected to come in in 
4 years. The Victorian FiT has declined in the last 2 
years and is expected to continue to decline. There is a 
question on whether there will be a business case for 
grid augmentation for exports in the future.   

5 Elizabeth 

Carlile 

Enabling large renewables on the distribution network 

through renewable energy zones (REZ) 

Key feedback  

• With regard to rural challenges, it is important to realise 

we have a high amount of solar in Australia but there are 

people who still want it and who cannot invest. 

Additionally, there are limitations to use (i.e. schools on 

SWER lines)  

• Energy fatigue in this space – there is a sense that 

regional communities are excluded from some helpful 

government schemes and that as early adaptors of large 

renewables there is little consideration about what next  

• Recommended to engage with the regions and local 

communities to understand their sense of contribution 

and pride with regard to renewables. 

• General feeling that there are benefits to enabling REZ 

on both transmission and distribution 

• On the transmission cost sharing end there has been 

concerns from generators and users about the COGATI 

reforms. The concern is around who pays – is the 

connecting asset paid by the users it directly benefits or 

by all consumers? The highest concern is that customers 

do not pay twice  

• The conversation that needs to be lifted is the 
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implications of the cost allocations. Need to consider the 

costing differences on consumers with between 

transmission and distribution  

• Different consideration may be necessary for 

renewables and system strength/storage. Storage lends 

itself to being distributed with renewable energy. But 

when they are the same, whether its transmission or 

distribution doesn’t seem like an issue 

• The transmission-scale focus reflect very large volumes 

of clean generation are needed for whole-of-economy 

net zero transition, much more than current total 

generation and well beyond what distributed generation 

can provide (albeit it can be a significant and cheap 

component) 

6 Renate 

Vogt 

Meeting close at 3:55pm N/A 

 


