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Summary 

Energy Consumers Australia (ECA) is pleased to have the opportunity to respond to the Integrated 
Distribution System Planning (IDSP) rule change request Directions Paper published by the Australian 
Energy Market Commission (AEMC) on 16 October 2025. 

As the national voice for household and small business energy consumers, we advocate for a fair, 
affordable, and reliable energy system—one that meets everyone’s needs and leaves no one behind on 
the journey to net zero. 

We commend the AEMC for the general approach taken in the Directions Paper and are pleased to see 
alignment with our proposed rule change. 

As the national voice for household and small business energy consumers, we advocate for a fair, 
affordable, and reliable energy system—one that meets everyone’s needs and leaves no one behind on 
the journey to net zero. 

In the context of this inquiry, it means ensuring that electricity distribution network visibility and efficiency 
significantly improve, ultimately improving consumer service (e.g., by reducing connection timelines), 
reducing the need for costly network upgrades, and turning consumer investments into shared savings for 
everyone. 

Current electricity distribution network planning rules are no longer fit for purpose due to continued growth 
of consumer energy resources (CER), particularly rooftop solar, and the increasing electrification of 
transport and gas appliances. 

We strongly support Policy Option 1, as it provides a rigorous and ambitious implementation pathway to 
greater transparency and establishes a 20-year planning horizon. We compliment the Commission for its 
commitment to thinking strategically about how best to promote better distribution system planning in the 
context of broader network obligations. In particular, we welcome the connection Policy Option 1 makes 
to Distribution Network Service Providers (DNSPs)’ regulatory proposals while maintaining robust, more 
regular data reporting. This approach will support more forward-thinking planning as well as proactive 
investments that enable the integration of CER, reducing costs for consumers while advancing the energy 
transition. 

That said, our primary piece of constructive feedback is to urge the AEMC to adopt a more prescriptive 
approach to network data reporting. While we see the value in being principles-based, we also see risk in 
not being prescriptive in data collection where we already have the evidence base and knowledge to 
support specific data acquisition and reporting.   

History suggests there is some risk associated with leaving the responsibility for identifying network data 
reporting requirements entirely up to the Australian Energy Regulator (AER). A UNSW paper for the Energy 
Security Board noted that DNSPs have very little voltage visibility and only limited operational means to 
manage voltages in the low voltage network—one reason for that being the reluctance of the AER to 
approve such expenditures.1  

Fundamentally, the core responsibility of a DNSP is to ensure voltage within its systems remains within 
safety limits. The inability to require data to assess whether DNSPs were able to appropriately meet their 

 
1 UNSW, 2020 – Voltage analysis of the LV Distribution Network in the Australian National Electricity Market 

https://www.ceem.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/documents/ESB-Report-Voltage_Master_040520_Final_0.pdf
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fundamental obligation suggests a potentially pernicious policy problem within the AER-DNSP data 
gathering and expenditure approval interface.  

Indeed, a 2021 RACE for 2030 Cooperative Research Centre paper2 makes a similar observation:  

“Even adding a modest amount of [network] visibility has proven challenging. One reason for this challenge 
is that network business’ proposals to improve visibility typically rely on estimating the benefits from greater 
DER integration (which the visibility will enable). Estimating those benefits effectively, however, itself 
requires improved visibility. Networks struggle to credibly claim the benefits of increasing PV hosting 
capacity when they are unable to accurately identify the existing hosting capacity of a network. In other 
words, networks find themselves in a circular argument in which they lack the visibility to justify investments 
in additional visibility.”  

We do not want to repeat this mistake. Indeed, ensuring greater transparency on network reporting was a 
clear driver and identified outcome of the rule change request. Deferring significant reporting decisions 
until a more thorough assessment of the costs and benefits does not seem sensible, timely or necessary. 
While a principles-based approach may be appropriate for some data elements, the AER, our rule change 
and other stakeholders have already identified particular data needs. These data needs should be 
identified clearly in the rules, with additional reporting facing a more principles-based approach.  

We detail some of these identified data needs in our submission below and more exhaustively in the 
attached Distribution System Data Harmonisation paper prepared by UTS. This paper highlights the AER’s 
support as well as priority datasets for low-voltage visibility. It includes a summary of the AER and AEMO 
consultation paper submissions, as well as a summary of relevant regulatory processes and reviews for 
data governance. Importantly, it also includes a list of relevant dataset specifications and frameworks. 

Maximising consumer benefits as we move forward requires a bold approach—one that embraces a more 
flexible, less conservative stance on assessing costs and benefits for data and a recognition that all the 
benefits of increased digitalisation cannot be accurately or clearly articulated prior to the data itself existing. 
Indeed, no one would have been able to identify car sharing as a service as a benefit of early mobile phone 
towers, but those benefits required that initial investment. The NEM is late to the game in the smart meter 
rollout – with this data now coming (at consumers expense), we cannot afford to further question the 
benefits of incremental additional expenditure to ensure we maximise the visibility benefits now at the 
doorstep of DNSPs.  If executed correctly, these reforms have the potential to turn consumer investments 
into long-term savings for themselves, networks, and the broader community. 

 
2 RACE for 2030, 2021 – N2 Opportunity Assessment. Low voltage network visibility and optimising DER hosting capacity, p. 8 

https://www.racefor2030.com.au/content/uploads/N2-OA-Project-FINAL-Report-2021.pdf
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Feedback on the AEMC’s Integrated Distribution System 
Planning Directions Paper 
Question 1: Does the purpose of the proposed strategic planning process in policy option 1 need 
to be outlined in the rules? 

Outlining the purpose of the proposed strategic planning process in the rules is key to ensuring alignment 
with the National Electricity Objective (NEO), as well as consistency across distribution network planning 
so that all DNSPs trend toward the same goal of delivering network services that best serve consumers’ 
long-term interests.  

Consumer energy has become a major source of generation in Australia, allowing consumers to play an 
essential role in the energy transition. As the 2024 Integrated System Plan (ISP) Step Change scenario 
projects that there will be 18 times more EVs on the road in 2030, more than a 50% increase in rooftop 
solar PV and more than a 600% increase in small-scale energy storage,3 it is critical to acknowledge that 
our power system is becoming increasingly more consumer-centred. Hence, consumers rightly expect that 
networks are planned to integrate and support these new assets at the least-cost. However, the current 
planning rules are no longer fit-for-purpose and lack the transparency, granularity, and forward-looking 
perspective required to guide efficient and coordinated investment in a rapidly changing environment. 

Thus, we support the inclusion of the proposed purpose within the rules. Requiring DNSPs to plan efficient 
investment in those electricity network services that maximise the long-term interests of consumers under 
a credible range of scenarios would ensure that the strategic planning process is directly aligned with the 
NEO which seeks to “promote efficient investment in, and efficient operation and use of, electricity services 
for the long-term interests of consumers of electricity”.4, 5  

Question 2: Would a 20-year planning horizon most effectively support DNSPs to strategically plan 
their networks? 

Our rule change request advocated for DNSPs to adopt a 20-year planning horizon to most effectively 
develop projections for CER—including rooftop solar, batteries, and electric vehicles—as well as energy 
efficiency and demand growth.6 We also proposed that this horizon includes detailed analysis for, at mini-
mum, the next five to ten years, with scenario development aligned with the ISP to reflect significant 
changes in load and CER uptake and ensure consistency with DNSP expenditure proposal timeframes.7 

A longer planning horizon is critical to enable more proactive and forward-looking investments that support 
the integration of CER. We believe it would encourage DNSPs to consider early how they will manage 
evolving demand and network challenges in a high-CER environment, instead of making costly, reactive 
investments to accommodate these changes. We strongly believe that a 20-year planning horizon process 
would create a more future-focused network planning and ensure that DNSPs are equipped to manage 
the rapid pace of change while continuing to act in the long-term interests of consumers. 

 
3 AEMO, 2024 – Integrated System Plan  
4 AEMC, 2025 – Directions Paper, p. 20 
5 AEMC – National Energy Objectives 
6 ECA, 2025 – Integrated Distribution System Planning (Electricity) p. 18  
7 Ibid.  

https://www.aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2024/2024-integrated-system-plan-isp.pdf?la=en
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-10/Directions%20Paper%20-%20Integrated%20distribution%20system%20planning%20%28ERC0410%29%20-%2016%20October%202025.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/regulation/neo
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-02/New%20rule%20change%20proposal%20-%20Energy%20Consumers%20Australia%20-%2020250122.pdf
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Question 3: Is scenario analysis the most effective approach for addressing the uncertainty in a 
long planning horizon? 

Scenario analysis is essential for managing uncertainty over the long-term and for preparing for a range 
of possible futures.8 It provides the flexibility to consider how the future may look and support better re-
source allocation and investment decisions. At a macro level, scenarios can support proactive actions that 
shape more desirable outcomes and can help identify major opportunities and challenges that inform policy 
and investment decisions.9  

In a system with increasing renewable penetration and electrification, and in which there is growing uncer-
tainty about when, where, and whether new users will connect to the network, scenario analysis can help 
identify where network upgrades may be needed to maximise consumer benefits.10  

In this regard, a paper published by University of Melbourne identified the Network Options Assessment 
used by the National Energy System Operator in Great Britain as a paragon of current best practices.11 Its 
methodology relies on a rolling-horizon Least Worst Regret approach to evaluate the impact of proposed 
investment options across multiple scenarios, assessing network reinforcement needs over the next 20 
years.12  

Regardless of the methodology used, we strongly recommend aligning these scenarios with the ISP, as it 
incorporates a range of demographic inputs and assumptions that would help DNSPs be more future-
ready. Further, we agree that scenarios would provide a stronger justification for regulatory proposals, 
ensuring that investments are right-sized and deliver maximum value to consumers for whom network 
costs are a material component of their retail bills.13 

Question 4: Does the IASR provide the right baseline inputs for the proposed strategic planning 
process under policy option 1? 

The Inputs Assumptions and Scenarios Report (IASR) provides valuable inputs, especially for scenarios 
and broad economic and technology cost assumptions, which can improve consistency between the ISP 
and DNSPs’ planning. However, the accuracy of its CER adoption and integration forecasts is less clear.  

We believe that, over time, bottom-up forecasting by DNSPs—aligned with the broader scenarios created 
by AEMO for the ISP—could yield more accurate CER projections at the local level, as DNSPs have the 
greatest incentive and capability to produce precise forecasts for what is going to occur within their net-
works. 

One potential approach to transition from the current IASR-based forecast to a model where DNSPs play 
a more active role could be to allow DNSPs to submit alternative forecasts to those prepared within the 
DRAFT IASR, provided these can be substantiated. With all this said, we do believe there’s value in greater 
consistency across the IASR, ISP and network planning approaches with regards to most if not all inputs, 
assumptions and scenarios. In certain circumstances, however, we think (once fully mature) DNSPs are 
best placed to deliver the most accurate forecasts, aligned with particular scenarios.   

 
8 CSIRO, 2016 – Australia 2030. Navigating our uncertain future, p. 14 
9 Ibid. 
10 The University of Melbourne, 2020 – Study of advanced modelling for network planning under uncertainty p. 9 
11 Ibid, p. 5 
12 Ibid, pp. 5-7 
13 ECA, 2025 – 2025 Review of Network Performance Reporting for Regulated Electricity and Gas Networks 

https://www.csiro.au/%7E/media/Do-Business/Files/Futures/FUTURES_Australia2030_Report_web.pdf?la=en&hash=9612D5EC9C7998DC660269E1BDCE4F52B512C9E7
https://www.neso.energy/document/354801/download
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Question 5: Should the proposed strategic planning process be linked to the regulatory proposal 
process in Chapter 6 of the NER under policy option 1? 

ECA welcomes this proposition and strongly recommends tying the proposed strategic planning process 
to the revenue determination process outlined in Chapter 6 of the National Electricity Rule.  

Aligning strategic planning with the regulatory proposal process would encourage DNSPs to make better 
informed, more forward-looking investments decisions, ensuring that network expenditure is right-sized to 
meet future needs. This is essential to delivering the NEO, specifically with regards to the “price, quality, 
safety, reliability and security of supply of electricity”.14 

Currently, the lack of proactive planning limits the ability to make timely and adequate CER investments, 
resulting in inefficient network utilisation. In some cases, this results in over-investment in traditional net-
work assets and under-utilisation of flexible, non-network options. This ultimately increases network costs 
for consumers.15   

Thus, we firmly believe that linking the proposed strategic planning process to revenue determination will 
ensure that consumers and distribution networks unlock greater value from existing infrastructure and 
data. 

Question 6: Does the distribution annual planning process require an explicit purpose in the rules 
under policy option 1? 

Including an explicit purpose for the distribution annual planning process in the rules is important to ensure 
clarity, consistency across DNSPs, and alignment with the broader strategic planning framework. We be-
lieve that a defined purpose would help standardise planning processes and reporting requirements across 
DNSPs, ultimately improving transparency and comparison.  

Further, this may clarify how the distribution annual planning process complements and interacts with other 
relevant regulatory obligations. 

Question 7: Does the distribution annual planning report need to be streamlined under our pro-
posed policy option 1? 

We agree with the Direction Paper’s concept to streamline the DAPR and separate additional network data 
reporting obligations.  

Our rule change request emphasises the need for greater visibility into network utilisation. Thus, we 
recommend that current state utilisation reporting be incorporated into the additional network data 
reporting obligations, while future utilisation projections should be included in the DAPR.  

As new data become increasingly available, there is a significant opportunity to improve locational planning 
by adopting new metrics. Research conducted by UTS—funded by an ECA grant—has developed two key 
metrics, the Total Energy Throughput Utilisation (TETU) and the Two-way Power Flow Utilisation (TPFU).16 
These metrics should be calculated at more granular spatial scales or at the asset-level, to provide a more 
nuanced understanding of network utilisation across different times and locations. This granular approach 
will enable more effective locational planning, ensuring that networks are upgraded and managed in a way 
that aligns with actual utilisation patterns. By integrating the TETU and TPFU into network planning, 

 
14 AEMC – National Energy Objectives 
15 ECA, 2025 – Integrated Distribution System Planning (Electricity) 
16 UTS, 2024 – Reimagining Network Utilisation in the Era of Consumer Energy Resources 

https://www.aemc.gov.au/regulation/neo
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-02/New%20rule%20change%20proposal%20-%20Energy%20Consumers%20Australia%20-%2020250122.pdf
https://www.uts.edu.au/globalassets/sites/default/files/2025-01/UTS_Network-Utilisation-Metrics_Final-Report_v1.2.pdf
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DNSPs will be better equipped to address changes related to transport and gas appliance electrification, 
and increased use of export services from CER.  

As highlighted by Ampere Labs’ analysis, CER integration and low-voltage demand flexibility are not yet 
integrated into standard planning processes.17 Thus, we also request that the locations of network 
constraints, as well as the locational long-run marginal costs (LRMC) for providing network services be 
disclosed. This transparency would support long-term planning and create an opportunity for demand 
response and CER programs to provide network services, enabling their strategic deployment and helping 
to avoid costly network upgrades while providing greater returns for some consumers on their investments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
17 UTS, 2025 – Distribution System Data Harmonisation, p. 9 
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Question 8: Does network data need to be subject to a separate reporting requirement from the 
DAPR? 

Network data should be subject to a separate reporting requirement, distinct from the DAPR, to ensure 
consistency and facilitate comparison across DNSPs. However, the rules should clearly articulate 
immediate data needs that we can already identify, such as the priority datasets identified below.   

While we acknowledge the need for guidelines to provide flexibility and accommodate future changes, we 
must ensure that the decision on what data to capture, publish, and under which format,18 should not be 
left entirely to the AER—or the networks to propose. We want to avoid scenarios where data and data 
collection initiatives are dismissed because deemed too costly or complicated. The AEMC’s principles 
should clearly reflect this. To that end, we recommend removing the following principles: 

• The consumer benefit of requiring DNSPs to publish particular data types or data sets; 
• Whether the consumer benefit is sufficient to offset the cost to DNSPs publishing the data; 
• The potential use cases for the data. 

Instead, we suggest adopting the following principle: that a certain level of network data visibility is 
essential to support the energy transition, even if it cannot be justified through a traditional cost-benefit 
analysis. 

Additionally, we request that the AEMC clarify that the priority datasets identified in the AER’s Phase 3 
Final Report of the Low-voltage Network Visibility project are de facto considered in scope for the AER 
guidelines.19 

 

Figure 1: Datasets proposed to be priority datasets20 

 
18 AEMC, 2025 – Directions Paper, p. 28 
19 AER, 2025 – Low-voltage Network Visibility, Phase 3 Final Report 
20 UTS, 2025 – Distribution System Data Harmonisation, p. 6 

https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-10/Directions%20Paper%20-%20Integrated%20distribution%20system%20planning%20%28ERC0410%29%20-%2016%20October%202025.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/2025-03/Low-voltage%20Network%20Visibility%20-%20Phase%203%20Final%20Report.pdf


Energy Consumers Australia 

IDSP Directions Paper | 13/11/2025  9 
 

We would also anticipate the de facto inclusion of the ‘planning’ datasets identified in the table below. 

Category Example Dataset  Granularity Covered by / 
Identified in 

Primary Purposes  
of Data 

N
et

w
or

k-
C

ER
 In

te
ra

ct
io

ns
 

Solar generation data 
(Capacity [kW], export [kWh]) 

ZS or below^ 

LV Visibility 
(NP) 

Network 
Utilisation 

CER 
Roadmap*  

Grid Operations 
Regulatory Compliance 

Aggregated ISP DSF System Planning 

Curtailment [kWh] 
(actual or estimate) 

Disaggregated LV Visibility 
(P) 

Grid Operations 
Network connections 

Aggregated ISP DSF System Planning 

CER connection times [days taken]  
(e.g. EVSE and large CER) Undefined LV Visibility 

(NP) 
System Planning 

 Network connections 

Other CER adoption data 
(batteries, EVs, EV charging stations, FD 
appliances) 

ZS or below^ 

IDSP 
CER 

Roadmap* 
(Regulatory 

Gap) 

System Planning 
 Network connections 

CER Network opportunity map ZS or below^ 
IDSP 

(Regulatory 
Gap) 

System Planning 
 Network connections 

Smart Meter Penetration Aggregated AER AIO 
IDSP 

System Planning 
Grid Operations 

Forecasted uptake of embedded generation  
(CER Network Demand) STL/ZS DAPR 

(aggregated) 
System Planning  
Commercial Use 

Current delivery capability [kVA] (export) 
i.e. CER hosting capacity 

DS & HV 
feeder 

LV Visibility 
(P) 

CER 
Roadmap* 

IDSP 

Grid Operations 
Commercial Use 

Number of CER applications in given year 
(CER Network Demand) Aggregated DAPR 

(aggregated) 
Grid Operations  
Commercial Use 

Customer numbers 
(by type: solar/non-solar/bus) ZS^ 

Network 
performance 

reporting 
(aggregated); 
LV Visibility 

(NP) 

Regulatory Compliance 
Commercial Use 

Historic average voltage [V] DS & HV 
feeder 

LV Visibility 
(P) 

Grid Operations 
Commercial Use 

Voltage curve data 
(e.g. given period or hourly avg.) DS LV Visibility 

(NP) 
Grid Operations 
Commercial Use 
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N
et

w
or

k 
To

po
gr

ap
hy

  
 

LV Network Map 
(inc. info on assets) LV line 

LV Visibility - 
NBI Trial 

(Regulatory 
Gap) 

Commercial Use 

Ratings of conductors / cables Undefined LV Visibility 
(NP) 

System Planning 
Regulatory Compliance 

Geometry of the LV network 
(e.g. distance between customers and 
transformers) 

LV line RACE 
Report21 

(Regulatory 
Gap) 

Modelling 
System Planning 
Commercial Use Impedance of lines [Ω] Undefined 

Substation hierarchy  
(inc. transmission node id.) DS 

ISP DSF 
CER 

Roadmap* 
System Planning 

N
et

w
or

k 
Lo

ad
 a

nd
 

C
ap

ac
ity

 

Historic demand [MW or MVA] Disaggregated:  
lat. & long. [o] 

ISP DSF 
IDSP 
DAPR 

Grid Operations 
System Planning 

Substation capacity [MVA] 
(inc.  unique id.) 

DS 
ZS 

ISP DSF 
DAPR 

System Planning 

Current delivery capability [kVA] (import) DS & HV 
feeder 

LV Visibility 
(P) 

Grid Operations 
Commercial Use 

R
el

ia
bi

lit
y 

&
 S

ec
ur

ity
  

Voltage limits & compliance 
(e.g. % of customers under- or over-voltage) DS 

LV Visibility 
(NP) 

(Regulatory 
Gap) 

Grid Operations 
Commercial Use 

Regulatory Compliance 

Other power quality values 
(e.g. frequency, harmonic distortion)   ZS or below^ 

ISF – 
Utilisation 
Report22 

Grid Operations 
Commercial Use 

Real-time outage info (e.g. number of customers 
affected, time for restoration) Undefined 

LV Visibility 
(NP) 

(Regulatory 
Gap) 

Grid Operations 

 
 
 
 
Reliability (SAIDI, SAIFI) 
 
 
 

DS & HV 
feeder 

Network 
performance 

reporting 
(aggregated) 
LV Visibility 

(P) 
IDSP 

Regulatory Compliance 

 
21 RACE for 2030, 2021 – N2 Opportunity Assessment. Low voltage network visibility and optimising DER hosting capacity 
22 UTS, 2024 – Reimagining Network Utilisation in the Era of Consumer Energy Resources 

https://www.racefor2030.com.au/content/uploads/N2-OA-Project-FINAL-Report-2021.pdf
https://www.uts.edu.au/globalassets/sites/default/files/2025-01/UTS_Network-Utilisation-Metrics_Final-Report_v1.2.pdf
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N
et

w
or

k 
C

on
st

ra
in

ts
 &

 A
ug

m
en

ta
tio

n 

Network constraint identification 
(NP: demand curve data) 

DAPR: STL/ZS 
(LV Vis: 

undefined) 

DAPR 
LV Visibility 

(NP) 

System Planning 
Regulatory Compliance 

Forecast delivery capability [kVA] (import & 
export) 

DS & HV 
feeder 

LV Visibility 
(P) 

IDSP 
CER 

Roadmap* 
(Regulatory 

Gap) 

System Planning 

Network constraint identification 
(NP: demand curve data) 

DAPR: STL/ZS 
(LV Vis: 

undefined) 

DAPR 
LV Visibility 

(NP) 

System Planning 
Regulatory Compliance 

Network augmentation plans [kVA] 
(import & export) 

DS & HV 
feeder 

LV Visibility 
(P) 

System Planning 
Regulatory Compliance 

Distribution network augmentation costs for 
CER export [$/MW] 

DS & LV/HV 
feeder 

ISP DSF 
(aligns with 
RIN / AIO) 

System Planning 
Regulatory Compliance 

Preferred network investment costs [$] STL/ZS DAPR Regulatory Compliance 

Indicative annual deferral value [$/kVA]  
(import & export) 

DS & HV 
feeder 

LV Visibility 
(P) 

System Planning 
Regulatory Compliance 

 

Network utilisation data  
(e.g. TETU or TPFU)  ZS or below# 

IDSP 
(Regulatory 

Gap) 

System Planning 
Regulatory Compliance 

 

Figure 2: Summary of Relevant Dataset Specifications and Frameworks23 

It is worth noting that ECA strongly supports the application of greater evidence and analysis to incurring 
new costs to networks. We also strongly encourage taking a broader perspective of the opportunity 
presented on this topic. Previous research shows that even modest increases in network visibility has 
proven difficult to achieve.24 This is due to networks struggling to justify the benefits of increasing network 

 
23 UTS, 2025 – Distribution System Data Harmonisation, pp. 14-17 
24 RACE for 2030, 2021 – Low voltage network visibility and optimising DER hosting capacity, p. 8 

https://www.racefor2030.com.au/content/uploads/N2-OA-Project-FINAL-Report-2021.pdf
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capacity, as this depends on their ability to estimate the benefits of better DER integration, which in turn 
requires more visibility into existing hosting capacity.25 This means that networks trapped in a cycle where 
they lack the visibility to justify investments in additional visibility.26 

For this reason, we firmly believe that data access should not be subject to a strict cost-benefit analysis: 
while the costs are well-known, many of the benefits remain uncertain and will only emerge once the data 
is analysed. 

Consumers have already paid for smart meters that generate much of this data, and there is no reason 
why networks should not be required to aggregate it, analyse it and report on it. There should be no doubt 
that certain data will be reported and initially in scope. We believe that there should be a rebuttable pre-
sumption that certain tasks, such as achieving low-voltage visibility,27 are the responsibility of DNSPs un-
less they can demonstrate otherwise. 

Much of the fundamental rationale and need for the original rule-change request was to clarify the need 
for DNSPs to report local network data. There should not be any time or cost associated with additional 
analysis of well-understood data needs.  

Further, we do not think that the AER should have complete responsibility for this data guidance. The 
Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) is currently progressing a number of workstreams with regards 
to CER data, from which the AER could benefit. We see this as an opportunity to better integrate the 
outcomes of other processes examining power system operations and CER data.28, 29 

Question 9: Do you agree our proposed policy option 1 would best be implemented over seven 
years? 

This is consistent with our rule change request, which recommended that DNSPs explain how they make 
use of the data they have and how they plan to increase data collection and share greater insights with 
stakeholders in the next seven years.30 

Question 10: Can the current distribution annual planning process be reformed to effectively de-
liver strategic planning and transparency? 

Current distribution annual planning process requires a fundamental overhaul to effectively deliver more 
forward-looking planning and increase transparency. We oppose Policy Option 2 as it introduces a funda-
mental issue by not tying regulatory proposals to the existing annual planning process.31 This would hinder 
the ability to align planning with the evolving needs of the energy system, resulting in less cost-efficient 
investments. 

Further, the proposed 10-year planning horizon is too short to address the scale and complexity of a rapidly 
changing power system. A longer planning horizon is essential to account for the growing CER uptake and 

 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid. 
27 UNSW, 2020 – Voltage Analysis of the LV Distribution Network in the Australian National Electricity Market 
28 DCCEEW, 2025 – National Consumer Energy Resources (CER) Roadmap – Redefine roles for market and power system operations – M3/5 
29 DCCEEW, 2025 – National Consumer Energy Resources (CER) Roadmap – Data Sharing Arrangements – M2 
30 ECA, 2025 – Integrated Distribution System Planning (Electricity) rule change, p. 14 
31 AEMC, 2025 – Directions Paper, p. 31 

https://www.ceem.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/documents/ESB-Report-Voltage_Master_040520_Final_0.pdf
https://consult.dcceew.gov.au/national-cer-roadmap-redefine-roles-m3-p5
https://consult.dcceew.gov.au/national-cer-roadmap-data-sharing-arrangements-m2
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-02/New%20rule%20change%20proposal%20-%20Energy%20Consumers%20Australia%20-%2020250122.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-10/Directions%20Paper%20-%20Integrated%20distribution%20system%20planning%20%28ERC0410%29%20-%2016%20October%202025.pdf


Energy Consumers Australia 

IDSP Directions Paper | 13/11/2025  13 
 

other changes in demand. Without a more forward-thinking approach, there is a significant risk that plan-
ning will remain reactive. Ultimately, this would fail to align with the long-term needs of the power system 
and would undermine the delivery of consumer outcomes. 

Question 11: Have all the advantages and disadvantages of reforming the existing distribution an-
nual planning process under policy option 2 been identified? 

Policy Option 2 proposes a limited increase in the planning horizon, and the proposed reform does not 
constitute a significant change. This option focuses on improving strategic planning within the context of 
existing DAPRs, rather than introducing broader reforms. This means that the annual planning process 
would serve both operational and strategic functions, which may create a tension between immediate 
network needs and long-term strategic planning while still being constrained by an insufficient planning 
horizon. 

This fails to address our concern that short DNSP expenditure proposal timeframes often result in reactive 
investments as networks reach capacity. This leads to expensive network upgrades, which are likely to 
drive up electricity bills and may deter consumers from electrifying their homes and investing in CER, due 
to reduced overall benefits.32 

Question 12: Do you agree with our relative assessment of policy option 2 (reforming the distribu-
tion annual planning process) against policy option 1 (reforming the existing annual process and 
implementing a strategic planning process)? 

While we agree with the assessment that the regulatory burden of Policy Option 2 would be lower than 
that of Policy Option 1, we reject the former as it would not result in a significant shift from status quo. 
Policy Option 2 may enable faster, and potentially cheaper implementation, but it would also deliver fewer 
substantive outcomes and benefits to consumers. 

While we are not against the evaluation of the costs and benefits of better network planning and visibility, 
we believe that, in this context, it should not be used as a definitive statement on the validity of a network 
investment. Rather, it should be used as one of many pieces of evidence, while acknowledging that certain 
network visibility data (which may be estimates) should simply be mandated without the necessity of a 
cost-benefit analysis. 

We should expect, and actively encourage, networks and others in the sector to deliver benefits much 
greater than what we can identify today. We recognise that, at this time, costs are well known while the 
benefits are abstract. This tension between certain costs and uncertain benefits may increase the likeli-
hood of opting for the ‘cheaper’ option. However, we reaffirm that in this particular context, many of the 
benefits of greater data and visibility will only be realised once the cost of collecting and analysing the data 
has already been incurred. 

Finally, the Directions Paper notes that this option does not align as clearly with the broader planning 
framework and therefore may not promote efficient long-term investment in networks in the best interests 
of consumers.33 This represents a material issue as it is the one of the main reasons why ECA initiated 
this rule change request.34 

 
32 ECA, 2025 – Integrated Distribution System Planning (Electricity) p. 4 
33 AEMC, 2025 – Directions Paper, p. 34 
34 ECA, 2025 – Integrated Distribution System Planning (Electricity) pp. 19-20 

https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-02/New%20rule%20change%20proposal%20-%20Energy%20Consumers%20Australia%20-%2020250122.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-10/Directions%20Paper%20-%20Integrated%20distribution%20system%20planning%20%28ERC0410%29%20-%2016%20October%202025.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-02/New%20rule%20change%20proposal%20-%20Energy%20Consumers%20Australia%20-%2020250122.pdf
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Question 13: Have all the advantages and disadvantages of replacing the existing distribution an-
nual planning process with the proposed strategic planning process under policy option 3 been 
identified? 

Policy option 3 would get rid of the DAPRs, which would reduce transparency into the near-term state of 
distribution networks. There is a risk that the strategic plans would be less granular than current DAPRs, 
which may lead to further information asymmetry between DSNPs and market participants such as CER 
installers and electric vehicle charging infrastructure (EVCI) providers.  

Question 14: Do you agree with our relative assessment of policy option 3 (replacing the distribu-
tion annual planning process with the proposed strategic planning process) against policy option 
1 (reforming the existing annual process and implementing a strategic planning process)? 

Policy option 3 places a strong emphasis on strategic planning, however it may fall short in providing the 
level of detail and granularity provided by the current DAPRs, which we already find insufficient and which 
prompted our rule change request.35 We are also concerned about removing industry engagement obliga-
tions for non-network options, as it directly contradicts our call for more inclusive engagement and the 
need to prioritise non-network solutions over ever-increasing network expansion.36 

Question 15: Would our proposed policy options create a best practice process for strategic dis-
tribution network planning? 

ECA is pleased with the overall approach of the Directions Paper and strongly supports Policy Option 1. 
While we believe this option represents a likely pathway to best practice, we emphasise the need for 
continuous improvement. As additional data becomes available, new use cases are likely to emerge, 
leading to further opportunities for improvement in strategic distribution network planning. These 
improvements may require adjustments to current practices, and we see Policy Option 1 as a vehicle for 
facilitating such changes. 

  

 
35 Ibid, p. 8 
36 ECA, 2025 – Submission to the inquiry into Investing in cheaper, cleaner energy and the net zero transformation, p. 5 

https://energyconsumersaustralia.com.au/sites/default/files/2025-09/submission-doc-productivity-commission-inquiry-cheaper-cleaner-energy-net-zero-transition.pdf
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Question 16: Would our proposed policy options be consistent with the broader work programs 
currently underway? 

The Distribution System Data Harmonisation paper prepared by UTS highlights how the IDSP rule change 
is at the intersection between CER data, network operations, as well as network planning and forecasting 
data, playing a central role in several ongoing work programs aimed at enhancing data access and 
governance within the energy sector. 

 

 

Figure 3: Venn diagram of relevant regulatory landscape for network data regulation37 

We note that the AEMC intends to reflect the outcomes of adjacent work programs in the draft determina-
tion,38 and understand that the team is actively liaising with project sponsors, notably for projects M3/P5 
and M2.39, 40  

That said, we reaffirm that the success of these reforms must be judged against one standard,41 that is, 
whether they deliver tangible benefits to consumers. This includes lower bills, greater access to new ser-
vices, improved security and reliability, and reduced emissions. Historically, the tension between predicta-
ble costs and uncertain benefits has led to short-sighted decisions. It is now essential that we embrace 

 
37 UTS, 2025 – Distribution System Data Harmonisation, p. 11 
38 AEMC, 2025 – Directions Paper, p. 39 
39 DCCEEW, 2025 – National Consumer Energy Resources (CER) Roadmap – Redefine roles for market and power system operations – M3/5 
40 DCCEEW, 2025 – National Consumer Energy Resources (CER) Roadmap – Data Sharing Arrangements – M2 
41 ECA, 2025 – Submission to the CER Roadmap Data Sharing Arrangements (M2) Consultation 

https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-10/Directions%20Paper%20-%20Integrated%20distribution%20system%20planning%20%28ERC0410%29%20-%2016%20October%202025.pdf
https://consult.dcceew.gov.au/national-cer-roadmap-redefine-roles-m3-p5
https://consult.dcceew.gov.au/national-cer-roadmap-data-sharing-arrangements-m2
https://consult.dcceew.gov.au/national-cer-roadmap-data-sharing-arrangements-m2/2025/view/2
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the uncertainty around the benefits of reform as a lens to guide our efforts—not as a reason to abandon 
reform altogether. 

Achieving lasting value requires a pragmatic, forward-thinking approach. If executed correctly, these re-
forms can transform consumer investments into shared savings, contributing to a fairer, more affordable 
energy future for all Australians. Any reform aimed at increasing network and CER visibility should be 
assessed alongside this rule change, the NEM Review and the Integrating Price Responsive Resources 
(IPRR) reform. This will ensure that generation, storage, and demand flexibility at the consumer level are 
considered when planning and building supply-side network infrastructure. 

Conclusion 

Energy Consumers Australia (ECA) thanks the AEMC for the opportunity to provide feedback on the IDSP 
rule change request directions paper. 

We commend the AEMC for the general approach taken in the Directions Paper and strongly support the 
adoption of Policy Option 1. 

We make ourselves available for further discussion and collaboration throughout the consultation process. 

For any questions or comments about our submission, please contact Pauline Ferraz at 
pauline.ferraz@energyconsumersaustralia.com.au. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Pauline Ferraz 

Manager, Consumer Advocacy  
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