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Purpose of the meeting: To collaborate with the Coordination Group on which values are fit for 

purpose for application to AusNet’s EDPR proposal, and how they should be applied. 

Meeting Snapshot 
Coordination Group | Costed Options Deep Dive on Applying the 

QCV Values 

Wednesday 29 May 2024 

Participants 

EDPR 2026-31 Panel members AusNet staff 

Peter Eben (Chair) 

Kieran Donoghue 

Mark Grenning 

Gavin Dufty 

Dean Lombard 

Helen Bartley 
 

 

Observers 

David Prins, AER Consumer Challenge Panel 

Adam Petersen, AER 

Michelle Shi, AER 
 

Apologies 

Emily Peel, Panel member 

Gus Mandigora, AER 

Charlotte Eddy, General Manager Regulation (Distribution) 

Robert Ball, Price Review Manager 

Lucy Holder, Manager, Customer Engagement  

Chirag Desai, Manager, Network Planning 

Chloe Finn, Regulatory Economist 

William Nixon, Strategic Network Planning Engineer 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
Additional context: This deep-dive was held in a regular, extended meeting of the Coordination Group. AusNet  

prepared the record for the deep-dive section for consistency, and the Coordination Group took its own minutes 

for the remainder of the session. This session also built on previous conversations held on the Quantifying Customer 

Values (QCV) research study. 
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Key discussion points 

Agenda item Key discussion points  

1. Refresher on QCV 

study and results 
There was agreement that the 3 broad ways the QCV study could be used to inform 

investment priorities are: 
• Applying values deterministically in economic models, and in scenario planning (added) 

• Comparing bill impacts of specific investment proposals with relevant WTP/WTA values 

• Using as a sense check/validation on customer priorities  

There were a number of clarifying questions asked, including confirmation the QCV 

values could be used as scenarios in economic models. 

2. Applying Value of 

Customer Reliability 

(VCR) outputs from 

QCV 

Agreement that AusNet’s residential VCR and small business VCR are robust and fit-

for-purpose, but for larger businesses the AER’s should be used. AusNet will proceed 

with using a combination, acknowledging nuance is required, e.g. to adjust 

for/interpret any consistencies in definitions between AusNet and AER studies. 

Agreement that the VCRs should be applied holistically across the proposal capex 

categories from a methodological perspective, noting panel members would like to 

better understand the impacts which will be shared in future sessions. 

Discussion covered: 

• Alignment to sun-soaker tariffs and VCR, and CER integration 

• Tension between VCRs and safety programs (like REFCLs which impacts 

reliability), and what the Victorian government considers to be the value of 

reliability. It was suggested that downstream (of REFCL) CER could be 

considered, and cost allocation of those impacted by outages of different 

causes might be factored in. There was broad agreement that it is complex and 

would need VicGov involvement to resolve, and no next steps to resolving this 

tension were agreed. 

• Confirming the QCV values could be used as scenarios in economic models, 

and there is analysis for this in the pack. 

• AusNet should consider introducing a new ‘small business’ customer category 

into its economic models to enable its small business VCR to be applied, 

reserving the AER’s VCR for very large business. 

• AusNet’s VCR being just a more network-specific, accurate version of the AER’s 

VCR that is more appropriate for AusNet’s network, and that this should address 

some of the limitations that networks have previously faced using the AER’s 

VCRs in terms of developing proposals reflective of customer needs. Panel 

members were in unanimous agreement that AusNet’s VCR should be used over 

the AER’s. 

• The AER confirmed it has accepted VCRs provided by networks in the past (so is 

open to this). AusNet added that feedback from customers/advocates is a key 

part of the discussion with the AER on whether it accepts the AusNet-specific 

VCR. 

• Needing nuance when merging results from different data sources (QCV & the 

AER’s VCR) to adjust for any inconsistencies in definitions etc 

• The size of VCR changes the investment timelines. AusNet confirmed it wouldn’t 

be seeking reduced asset lives, as the asset lives under the rules need to reflect 

the economic life of the asset. Would the economic life change to reflect 

VCRs? VCRs haven’t typically been considered, but AusNet will take an action 

to give this more thought. 

• There being 2 ways to look at the VCR increasing – as an increase in capex and 

“dumping a whole lot of new expenditure in”, or that the VCR has been wrong 
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for AusNet customers and AusNet is playing catch-up on under-investing 

compared to customers’ preferences? There is a question on whether 

investment could be smoothed. 

• Confirming additional investment from higher VCRs would likely help load as well 

as generation. Suggestion that it’s worthwhile talking about tariffs/tariff reform in 

the proposal. 

• Incorporating the VCR in shouldn’t remove consideration of worst-served 

customers in the proposal. 

3.  Applying Value of 

Network Resilience 

(VNR) outputs from 

QCV  

Agreement that AusNet should use direct costs be used as the QCV preferences are 

too flawed, noting that no solutions are perfect.  

Discussion included: 

• The relationship between costs and time without power is somewhat non-linear 

• Lots of discussion about the range of generator sizes / configurations / 

ownership vs rental models customers have, and that this varies between 

businesses and households, and some businesses may have claimed tax 

reductions / insurance offsets, benefitted from increased demand if others can’t 

operate ... should businesses be obligated to cover/insure themselves? 

Acknowledgement this isn’t practical. 

4. Applying Willingness to 

Pay / Willingness to 

Accept (WTP/WTA) 

outputs from QCV 

Agreement that WTP/WTA values should not be applied deterministically in 

economic models, given the uncertainty.  

Discussion included: 

• On resilience, WTP probably shouldn’t be averaged across the network as only 

some customers benefit, and there needs to be a balance of considering 

localised investment and broad-brush resilience investments, and who’s willing 

to pay for what. 

No decision reached on comparing bill impacts of specific investment proposals with 

relevant WTP/WTA values 

Discussion included: 

• We should not be investing to ‘match’ resilience values however there is a need 

for further analysis to establish if WTP/WTA values are useful bounds to test 

preference for investment  

  

Action items  

Action Assigned to Status Due date 

To think about cost allocation and VCRs, noting this may 

be limited under postage stamp pricing and in general 

customers electrifying will be paying more (given they use 

more) which should reduce per unit costs for others. 

AusNet Reg Team Open July 
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