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period has been increasingly challenging to meet. The introduction of the RIO provides an opportunity to better 
align the timeframes of the submission period to the significant effort require to collect, populate, sign off and 
audit the data in the reports. 

We strongly support the ENA position that an extension of one month is required for the annual response date 
taking it to 30 November (5 months after the end of the annual reporting period). We believe date needs to be 
extended regardless of whether the AER further rationalises’ data requirements.  Data quality should be of 
paramount importance for AER and business decision making and this is difficult under a 4 month reporting 
deadline. 

We note the earlier GSL cut off in the Service Performance Workbook 5. While this does not need to be audited, 
we wish to highlight this will be challenging to comply with given internal reporting timeframes. It would be 
preferable for a single annual response date at 30 November. 

Further reduction is needed in data requirements 

We welcome the AER’s efforts to reduce the information requested . For example, the removal of mean and 
standard deviations from network metrics, and system losses data from service performance. However, upon 
reviewing AER use cases, we believe the AER could go further to scrutinise the data requested given this 
opportunity. There remains data with ‘potential’ or ‘indirect’ uses as well as ‘possible future use’.  

All reporting costs are ultimately borne by customers. The AER should take this review opportunity to critically 
assess whether it really requires all the information it seeks to perform its duties and whether the audit 
requirements remain essential.  Scrutiny should also be applied to new requirements without a compelling and 
present use case. Safety incident reporting data is one such potential new requirement which we suggest 
requires reconsideration and is explored further below. 

Audit and assurance should align with use cases 

We welcome the reduction of audit and assurance standards to more closely align with use cases. We support 
the AER’s exclusions of some data from audit requirements, including export services and the GSL indicative data 
in service performance. We similarly support new requirements not being subject to audit until they have been 
well established and defined. 

Safety incident reporting data should not be included 

In Victoria, network safety is the responsibility of the state-based regulator Energy Safe Victoria with similar 
schemes operating in other jurisdictions. The nature of the requested reporting is ambiguous, suggesting there 
may be overlap with occupational health and safety regulations and reporting. 

While we understand the AER has interest in the safety expenditure of networks, it is not clear that the AER has 
established a use case for the data. We ask that the AER consider  if it is appropriate or necessary to separately 
collect safety information as an economic regulator. Comparison between networks across jurisdictions will not 
be suitable or reasonable given the jurisdiction-based differences in requirements such as bushfire requirements 
and alike. 

If the AER is interested in examining safety-based data, we suggest that AER approach state regulators for that 
information to avoid duplicative or potentially contradictory demands on networks. 

Should the AER continue with these categories within the RIO, further work is required to consider and develop 
fit for purpose reporting that should align with that collected by jurisdictional safety regulators, particularly in 
the ‘safety incidents’ and ‘number of persons affected’ categories. Some issues which require further 
consideration included data privacy considerations, sufficient clarity of definitions and reporting consistent with 
existing jurisdictional schemes. 










