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Key takeaway:
This consultation package focuses specifically on the question of:
“What services do we need networks to provide in the future?”

The bulk of consultation paper has a very strong focus on the specific question of
whether itis necessary or appropriate for DNSPs to own EVCI - considering both the
NEXA and ENA proposals in this matter.

There is an exceptionally strong evidence base that it is entirely unnecessary for DNSPs
to own public EVCI, and that consumers would be poorly served by allowing it.

Itis in fact clear that the competitive market is working to deliver excellent consumer
outcomes and abundant innovation — and that to the extent that DNSPs are involved in
the domain, they are generally one of the more significant barriers for the competitive
players to overcome, when serving the public interest.

The correct answer to the question is:
“None that can be delivered competitively — and certainly not public EV charging.”

Detail responses are provided for questions 9 through 12.


https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2026-06/consultation_paper_-_epr0106_erc0435_erc0437_for_publication_1.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2026-06/consultation_paper_-_epr0106_erc0435_erc0437_for_publication_1.pdf

Exec summary: why ringfencing exists, and how it should apply here.

Ring-fencing refers to the separation of the regulated and competitive business
activities of an electricity network service provider.

The purpose of this mechanism is to prevent regulated businesses from:

o favouring their own competitive activities to the disadvantage of other
competitors operating in the market

e usingrevenue earned from regulated services to cross-subsidise their
contestable services

In the wider social context, it has long been understood that where for-profit
monopolies are permitted to exist, their activities must be limited — otherwise, society
at large suffers, because the absence of competitive pressure leads to higher costs,
less innovation, and less choice.

The Hilmer reviews addressed this in 1993, the AER understood it when developing ring
fencing guidelines in 2011.

The Victorian Energy minister clearly understands it, because the recently published
regulatory statement emphasises the importance of protecting the competitive market,
and ensuring adequate performance from the DNSPs.

The NSW premier clearly understands it — when addressing this specific issue this week
in the Daily Telegraph, his statement was, “Once you’ve sold it off and a monopoly
owns it, they’ve only got one ambition and one agenda, and that is to drive a profit.
More often than not, that means the consumers miss out”.

In the matter of EV charging, it is abundantly clear, from the evidence, that there is no
need to allow the monopoly DNSPs to expand into ownership of EVCI.

That the DNSPs wish to expand into a functional competitive space is no surprise. That
the DNSPs are good at securing engagement with a federal energy minister to drive their
agenda is also no surprise. However, their profit-driven desire to increase the remit of
their monopolies is not sufficient reason to allow it.

The duty of the AEMC is not to the federal energy minister of the day, or to a government
department acting on the minister’s instructions, or to the balance sheet of the DNSPs.
Itis to the National Energy Objective.

On the best available evidence, the plan from the DNSPs as put forward by ENA will lead
to inefficient investment to be recovered from all energy consumers, and an increase in
Australia’s emissions through dampening of uptake of EVs.

It clearly fails to satisfy the NEO. It should therefore be rejected.



Question 9: ENA rule change request - Do you agree with ENA that there is a
problem with the roll out of EVCI?

ENA considers that EVCI is not being rolled out at a rate needed to support emission
reduction targets.

This is objectively not correct.

The objective laid out by the climate change authority is for approximately 5 million
additional EVs to be sold in Australia by 2035.

In Australia, there are approximately 5 million cars that are the second car in a two or
three car family, and which are routinely parked overnight in a driveway or garage.

These cars could all be electrified immediately, with no public infrastructure required at
all - because their charging needs can be met with infrastructure that is already
installed in the home.

For vehicles that require public charging infrastructure (either as a complete alternative
to at-home off-street charging, or as an occasional requirement on long trips) we
already have a robust competitive market delivering the infrastructure, supported by a
variety of effective government programs at federal, state, and local levels — and
increasingly rolling out infrastructure with no government support at all, purely on the
commercial viability of the project.

The results of these programs can be seen in successive reports from the IEA,
describing the ratio of EVs per EVSE (cars per public charger), and installed capacity of
EVSE per EV (kilowatts of public charging installed per car.

The number of EVs on Australian roads is growing — but the amount of charging
infrastructure is growing faster, in a functional competitive market.

The data is:

IEA 2024 report, on 2023 data™:
68 EVs per EVSE

0.3kW installed capacity per EV

1.2% of fleet converted to EV.

Thttps://www.iea.org/reports/global-ev-outlook-2024/trends-in-electric-vehicle-charging



This source of data has repeatedly been used by Ausgrid, Energy Networks Australia,
and by the AEMC, in content including websites, federal government election asks, and
submissions to parliament.?

The parties clamouring for change to the market rules- and the party responsible for rule
making, the AEMC - have considered the source to be reputable.

Moving to today, the IEA 2026 report, on 2025 data, says?:
40.5 EVs per EVSE in Australia.
1.1kW of installed capacity per EV in Australia.

3% of fleet converted to EV in Australia.

What the change in those data points is saying is that the aggregate capacity of public
EV charging infrastructure to deliver energy to the cars on the road has increased by a
factor of 3.7 relative to the number of vehicles on the road, and a factor of 9.15 overall...
while the size of the fleet of electric vehicles has risen by a factor of 2.5.

Itis objectively not the case that public EV charging infrastructure is failing to keep pace
with EV uptake. The rollout of public charging infrastructure, as measured by the
aggregate power of public equipment available to charge them, over the last 2 years,
has outpaced the uptake of the cars by 370%.

The competitive market is working.
In terms of what that 1.1kW figure means, when converted to asset utilisation:

In Australia, about 80% of charging happens at home, and the drivers need about
2000kWh per year, per car, on average, to do the average ~14,000km of driving distance
- which means, the public EV chargers need to deliver about 400kWh per car, per year.

If there is 1.1kW of public charging infrastructure deployed per car, then at 100%
utilisation, it would be delivering about 9,600kWh per year (1.1kW x 24hrs/day x 365
days/year) per car. The average requirement from the Australian drivers for each car, per
above, is ~400kWh per year.

2 https://www.aph.gov.au/DocumentStore.ashx?id=2bbd7dda-c57c-4dba-bf67-
950e295ea85a&subld=778050

3 https://www.iea.org/reports/global-ev-outlook-2026/electric-vehicle-charging-chap-6-and-10#light-
duty-electric-vehicle-charger-deployment
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This means that the overall utilisation of the installed capacity of the public chargers is
something like 4%. There are peak times, of course - school holidays in a small holiday
town are a perfect example.

In those physical settings, there's routinely queuing for all sorts of stuff, including things
like food and petrol. There are also remote locations, where utilisation will always be
very low, making the sites non-commercial - and in those locations, state governments
have run programs to fill the gaps. The Western Australian coast is a great example.

What there is not is a shortage of is useful charging infrastructure in metropolitan
centres - because those are commercially viable places to deploy charging
infrastructure. The businesses running those locations well are making money, and
calibrating the timing of their rollout plans to demand for their service.

To be crystal clear: Ensuring that there is enough EV charging infrastructure to meet
driver needs at peak times in holiday destination locations and on major transport
corridors, cannot be achieved by deploying thousands of slow chargers on power poles
in suburban Sydney and Melbourne.

9.1. Do you think that there is a ‘chicken and egg’ problem with EVs and kerbside
EVCI? If so:

No. We don’t have a chicken and egg problem. We have a fox problem.
First:

The assertion that kerbside EVCl is a necessary condition for general EV uptake to occur
is baseless.

We have abundant evidence to prove this point, from local and international
experience.

The fact that ENA, Ausgrid, and others are representing that this type of hardware is
necessary at all— much less that it is sufficiently urgently needed that it is appropriate to
cast away consumer and competitive market protections — does not make it true.

As examples:

1) Victorian uptake of EVs, according to Q1 2026 date from the Victorian state
transport department?, is at 114,860 BEVs, out of a total of 5,968,996 vehicles -
about 1.9% fleet penetration

4 https://opendata.transport.vic.gov.au/dataset/whole-fleet-vehicle-registration-

snapshot-by-postcode
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NSW uptake of EVs according to March 31 2026 data from the NSW state
transport department?®, is at 117,522 BEVs, out of a total of 7,497,364 vehicles -
about 1.6% fleet penetration.

Despite the presence of a robust AC kerbside EV charging ecosystem in NSW,
and the absence of an equivalent ecosystem in Victoria — which is largely
attributable to Citipower obstructing it’s emergence — EV uptake in Victoria is
running well ahead of EV uptake in NSW.

2) The observationin (1) holds true when the focus is narrowed to suburbs that are
the representative poster children of where this type of infrastructure is
purportedly most needed.

In Randwick (NSW) there are 62 public AC charging locations according to data
released by the local government, many of them ‘kerbside’ ©... and EV
penetration at approximately 2.8% of the on-road fleet.

In Brunswick (VIC) there are approximately 8 public AC chargers... and EV
penetration of approximately 2.6%.

The gap of 0.2% represents approximately 6-8 weeks worth of new vehicle sales -
itis effectively a rounding error.

3) We can also look at a practical example of what happens when extraordinarily
large numbers of EV chargers are rolled out, relative to the numbers of cars —
Because Korea has done exactly that, leveraging KEPCO, the state-owned utility,
todoit.

The data from the 2026 IEA report on Korea indicates 1 EV charger per 2 EVs...
and 9.2kW of installed capacity per EV. This is about 20 times the relative
number of chargers per car than Australia, and about 9 times the installed power
capacity.

5 https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/data-and-research/drives-reporting-

portal/registration-snapshot-report

8 https://zenodo.org/records/19233669
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And yet, Korean EV uptake lags Australia—in 2025, on the IEA data, they recorded
11% of new car sales being EV, relative to Australia’s 15%.

The deployment of kerbside EVCI of the kind most favoured by the DNSPs — where they
deploy without regard to whether the parking space is reserved for EV charging — has in
fact been clearly shown to present a threat to the acceleration of EV uptake in Australia,
with a recent yougov survey finding that:

» Over fourin five (85%) Australians say that if street side powerpoles EV chargers
were installed in their neighbourhood and the charging spaces next to them were
not reserved exclusively for EV charging, leading to them usually being blocked
by petrol vehicles, it would not make them more likely to purchase an EV.

» half (48%) of Australians report that it would make no difference to their intention
to purchase an EV, and nearly two in five (37%) say that it would even make them
less likely to purchase an EV.

» Only 15% of Australians think that it would make them more likely to purchase an
EV.

5 Key Findings YouGov'

Key Findings

+ QOver four in five (85%) Australians say that if street side powerpoles
EV chargers were installed in their neighbourhood and the charging
spaces next to them were not reserved exclusively for EV charging,
leading to them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles, it would not
make them more likely to purchase an EV.

» More specifically, half (48%) of Australians report that it would make
no difference to their intention to purchase an EV, and nearly two in
five (37%) say that it would even make them less likely to purchase
an EV.

* Only 15% of Australians think that it would make them more likely to
purchase an EV.

» This lack of impact is particularly pronounced among older
Australians as Gen X and Baby Boomer Australians are more likely
than their younger counterparts to say this would not impact their
intention to purchase an EV (Gen X: 57%, Baby Boomers: 55%
compared to Gen Z: 42% and Millennials: 38%).

* Meanwhile younger Australians are more likely to report that it would
increase their likelihood to purchase an EV (Gen Z: 28%, Millennials:
23% compared to Gen X: 7% and Baby Boomers: 8%).

Base: n=1,032 Australians 18+
Q1. Thinking about electric vehicle (EV) chargers installed on street side power poles, like in the image below: [image shown — See image above]. Imagine these chargers were installed in your neighbourhood, and that the parking spaces
next to them were not reserved exclusively for EV charging, leading to them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles... How, If at all, would this affect your ntention to purchase an EV? Please select the option that best applies

The Yougov survey results have been provided to the AEMC previously in submission to
the DCCEEW rule change request on this topic, and are provided again along with this
submission for consideration.

A far more appropriate question to ask is whether we have the right mix of chargers in
the right places, especially to suit peak times... but it is abundantly clear that the types
of assets Citipower are rolling out under a trial, and that Ausgrid want to roll out
thousands of in the RAB, are not actually necessary.



Second:

Rate of uptake of EVs in Australia has recently hit new records — over 30,000 EVs sold in
May, and almost 50,000 sold in June this year.

EVs as a percentage of new vehicle sales in June in Australia were 36% of new car sales.

That is a level that is ahead of the 2025 IEA results reported for every single country in
Europe, with the exception of Norway’.

There is no indication that this is going to turn around anytime soon. At this point, the
purchasing of petrol and diesel cars in Australia is in structural decline, with absolute
numbers of petrol and diesel cars on Australian roads falling since February this year.

Five years ago, Australia was a laggard among developed countries in EV uptake. We
are now among the leaders in the world in the uptake of EVs, not the laggards.

The ENAs conjecture that EV uptake is somehow stalled, and waiting for chargers, is
demonstrably untrue.

Third:

Per above, despite woeful performance from DNSPs on providing timely connections,
the rollout of public EV charging in Australia is outpacing the uptake of the cars in terms
of deployed power available for charging per EV on the road, by a factor of almost four.

The ENAs conjecture that EV charging deployment is somehow stalled, and is waiting
for more cars, is demonstrably untrue.

Indeed, in June 2026, according to market analysts who collate and publish data on
such things, 77 new charging sites were commissioned across the country, with 226
bays - more than half of bays being DC fast charging?.

Australia currently has more than 1600 DC fast charging sites, with over 5000 charging
bays — serving a population of drivers that is exceptionally well placed to do the vast
majority of their EV charging at home.

Over time, these sites are being rolled out with less and less government support—
because the economics are stacking up, allowing these locations to be deployed with
private capital on a user-pays basis.

7 https://www.iea.org/reports/global-ev-outlook-2026/trends-in-electric-cars
8 https://www.linkedin.com/posts/richardlaxton_every-month-i-collate-data-for-carloop-on-share-
7478310407389212672-ymHF/



a. how material do you think this problem is?
Per above, the ‘chicken and egg’ problem presented by ENA and others is not real.

The evidence showing that this purported ‘chicken and egg’ problem is not a real
problem is independently gathered, globally available, entirely verifiable, and
unequivocal.

Itis a misrepresentation of reality, which is being used to continue to argue for the
expansion of monopolies into functional, competitive areas.

The fox problem, however, is very real.

Chickens and eggs are routinely found on farms. In order to continue to exist, they must
be protected from predators such as foxes.

The primary defence mechanism for chickens and eggs from foxes, are fences.

In order to be effective, fences must be maintained and kept in good order by those who
are responsible for ensuring the continued production of chickens and eggs.

Where the fences fail, foxes get in, murder as many chickens as they can get their jaws
around, and then eat their fill of both chickens and the eggs... generally leaving nothing
at all of value for the farmer or the people to whom the farmer provides food.

In the context of the energy market and the questions as to ringfencing and EV charging,
the DNSPs are the foxes.

They have seemingly talked a variety of folks in government around to the viewpoint that
if a few strategic holes were placed in the fences keeping them away from the chickens,
they’d be in a position to guarantee higher egg yields.

A competent farmer would not fall for this.

Instead, in response to such a silver tongued fox, a competent farmer would more likely
smile, and reach for the other solutions that farmers keep handy for dealing with foxes...
because there are plenty of useful tools for dealing with foxes in addition to fences.

Ausgrid, in particular, has made a sustained effort to expand their operations into the
competitive EV charging spaces. There is no evidence that they’re particularly good at
this — in fact, from the same data set shared above by Randwick, Waverley, and
Woollahra councils®, it can be seen that every commercial operator of public EV
charging other than Plus ES has done the necessary work to reserve the parking spaces
for their chargers for EVs... while Plus ES, in alignment with Ausgrid’s strategy as

99 https://zenodo.org/records/19233669



declared in the media'®, has rolled out 58 of their 79 sites (about 70%) without
dedicated parking spaces.

Good outcomes for consumers, in terms of more chickens and eggs, won’t come from
putting more holes in the ringfence to let the foxes in to play. They’ll come from
strengthening ringfencing, in order to ensure the foxes are kept away from the chickens.

Regrettably, we’ve plenty of evidence now that the AER is not a competent farmer. On
their watch, the foxes are being let into the henhouse, under the framework of ‘policy led
sandboxing’—with not a single request for a waiver from ringfencing obligations, by a
DNSP, ever being refused.

It’s also reasonably apparent that some within the AEMC are on the side of the foxes -
uncritically repeating the foxes talking points, despite the misinformation already having
been debunked

The Victorian state government is responding to this by stepping in as a senior farmer, to
fix the fences that the AER is encouraging the DNSPs to poke holes in2.

b. do you think it is a permanent or temporary problem?
Per above, the ‘chicken and egg’ problem can be shown not to exist.

The fox problem will be permanent, for as long as the monopolies have a profit motive to
enter the competitive spaces.

The NSW premier made this pointin the press, in relation to this matter, just this week in
the Daily Telegraph. He said, “Once you’ve sold it off and a monopoly owns it, they’ve
only got one ambition and one agenda, and that is to drive a profit. More often than not,
that means the consumers miss out”.

c. do you think the problem is limited to:
i. kerbside AC slow charging (24kW)?

Kerbside AC slow charging is entirely un-needed in regional areas, because the
population has abundant off street parking. This has been publicly analysed'.

In Urban areas, hundreds of kerbside AC chargers have rolled out in Sydney, under
competitive grant programs run by NSW state government, with relatively modest
amounts of government support.

0 https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-05-14/ev-charging-stations-on-power-poles/105089316
" https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/contribution-conversation-ross-de-rango-o9x8c/

2 https://www.energy.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/785031/ev-charging-regulatory-
statement.pdf

3 https://www.linkedin.com/posts/ross-de-rango-29a88013_the-latest-in-the-ongoing-saga-of-
australian-activity-7468106412733222912-mlfS



In Victoria, we’ve seen virtually no kerbside EV charging roll out, despite attempts by the
Victorian state government to co-fund it, because citipower have used their various
powers to obstruct it — up until they decided they wanted to do it themselves.

Nevertheless, EV uptake across Sydney and Melbourne are relatively close, with Victoria
being somewhat ahead of NSW.

From these two pieces of evidence, we can conclude two things:

1) Absence of kerbside EVCI in a particular urban contextisn’t primarily a market
problem. It’s primarily a regulatory problem, wherein the DNSP is empowered to
prevent pole mounted AC charging from being deployed, because they own the
poles. The Victorian government has already stepped in to resolve this issue in
Melbourne.

2) Absence of kerbside AC slow charging does not appear to have any bearing on
overall EV uptake in Australian cities. This does not mean that it cannot be part
of a useful overall mix of EV charging options, relevant to some drivers- but it
cannot be reasonably concluded that it is actually a necessary part of the mix,
which would be a necessary threshold for any reasonable consideration of
allowing monopoly entry into the space.

ii. particular locations (e.g. regional areas) or does it apply in all locations,
including metropolitan areas?

There are regional parts of Australia, on major road routes, where the deployment of
public fast charging infrastructure is commercially viable without subsidy. This has
been the case for several years, and is evidenced by the presence of lots of competing
players offering fast charging infrastructure on those routes. The freeways linking
Adelaide, Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane are good examples of this.

There are regional parts of Australia away from major road routes, where deployment of
fast charging infrastructure has been achieved through government co-funding, at both
state and federal level. This has included routes like the Nullabor, the Western
Australian coast, the routes from the east coast of Queensland to Mt Isa. Many of these
sites would be non-commercial — but they exist, largely because state governments
have run programs on the order of tens of millions of dollars to enable commercial
players to fill the gaps.

Increasingly, the places in the country where EV charging is difficult to find are similar to
the places in which drivers bring their own petrol or diesel with them. Most Australians
don’t go to those places.... In the same way that most Australians don’t own or drive
vehicles that would be suitable for tackling the Birdsville track. A future state where the
drivers that do go to those maximally remote places take a PHEV, rather than a BEV, is



entirely consistent with achieving our national climate targets, without requiring EV
charging infrastructure in the most remote parts of the country any time soon.

The parts of the country that are regional, and where the need is most keenly felt, are on
the routes that are heavily trafficked during peak holiday periods. Congestion turns up
on the Hume freeway during Christmas and Easter holidays, when relatively large
numbers of drivers make a return road trip from Melbourne to Sydney or vice versa.

The competitive market, with some support from both NSW and Victorian state
governments, has deployed many fast charging sites along this route.

VCSA understands that Tesla has a new site planned, scheduled to be opened by
Christmas 2026, for 50 fast charging bays in Albury. Unfortunately, there’s serious
question marks as to whether Essential Energy (the DNSP) will be able to provide them a
connection in time.... Meanwhile, Essential Energy are expending significant effort
seeking permission to deploy 300 EV chargers embedded in lighting poles, only capable
of slow charging, in regional towns.... Which nobody who lives in those towns could
reasonably be expected to actually need.

Once again, it’s not a chicken and egg problem that we’re facing here. It’s failure of
regulated monopolies to prioritise their core responsibilities over the pursuit of
expansion of their operations into functional competitive markets, and a failure of the
regulator to hold them to account.

d. how do you think this problem could be best addressed and do you think this
should be funded by electricity consumers or other mechanisms?

The question of how much government support or cross-subsidy is needed now, and is
likely to be needed in future, to support non-commercial public EV charging, is worth
asking in the context of consumer spending on the technology that is being enabled.

In June 2026, Australians purchased about 50,000 new EVs. If we assume an average
purchase price of $50Kk, that’s $2.5 Billion per month - a run rate of about $30 Billion per
year, and rising.

Aggregate government support at state and federal level for all public charging
infrastructure (including remote) is about two orders of magnitude lower than this —and
should fall over time, rather than rise, because the infrastructure build will get more
commercially viable in more places over time, as more of the vehicles on the road
become customers for businesses offering public EV charging services.

This said, it can be expected that it will continue to be the case that if public fast
charging infrastructure is to exist in remote locations, especially in the early stages of
the transition to EVs, some support will be needed.



Governments (particularly state governments) are well placed to make the
determination as to what level of support is needed, what should be built, and where it
should be built: they are directly answerable to the citizenry, and the money with which
they co-fund this type of asset is collected progressively through taxation.

DNSPs, by comparison, are not answerable to the citizenry — rather, they are answerable
to their shareholders. And, the money with which they would fund this type of asset is
collected regressively, through energy bills.

The fact that remote charging infrastructure could be deployed in a DNSP rate base,
does not mean thatitis a good idea. A better approach would be for the relevant state
government to tender for service provision, and award contracts through a competitive
process, in close consultation with the local governments that are best placed to
understand the needs of their communities.

As for the fox problem:

» strengthen the ringfencing protections
» stop the AER from issuing waivers for things DNSPs should not be doing.

9.2. Are there any other problems or barriers that you think third party providers
might face in developing kerbside EVCI that could be addressed through the NER?

Lack of harmonisation of SIRs and needlessly burdensome connection processes will
create significant additional administrative burden for providers of kerbside EVCI.

The NER could be used to take DNSPs in a direction of harmonisation on these matters.

It’s worth noting that this issue has been raised with the federal government before by
the EV charging industry.

The response of the federal government was to task Energy Networks Australia with
producing a report on the issue, which they duly appointed a consultant to do™, back in
2023/24.

Follow through on this report, however, was largely non-existent... DNSPs continue to
write SIRs and connection processes as they see fit, without reference to any common
approach. This outcome was as expected by the EV charging industry when it was
made clear that the representative body for the DNSPs was being asked to address the
shortcomings of the DNSPs.

14 https://www.energynetworks.com.au/assets/uploads/Harmonising-EV-connections-Full-report.pdf



9.3. Do you think that DNSPs could roll out kerbside EVCI at a lower cost and faster
rate than other providers, if the proposed rule were made? If so, why do you think
DNSPs have this advantage over other third party providers?

We have two clear examples to draw from, showing how DNSPs and RESPs perform in
this respect when given the opportunity.

The CPU wavier was applied forin December 2024, granted in October 2025, and has
been live for approximately 9 months.

In this timeframe, CPU has managed to deploy just 16 EV chargers, of the slow AC type,
on their own poles, mostly without any reservation of the parking spaces in front of the
poles - leading to the chargers often being inaccessible.

Where this has been raised on social media and in a parliamentary inquiry, Citipower
employees have been quick to defend their project... but not to actually fix the failures
in their rollout practices leading to woeful utilisation, of a very small number of assets,
that have been deployed at a snail’s pace’.

The other relevant example is Plus ES. From the data set shared above by Randwick,
Waverley, and Woollahra councils'®, it can be seen that every commercial operator of
public EV charging other than Plus ES has done the necessary work to reserve the
parking spaces for their chargers for EVs in that region... while Plus ES, in alignment with
Ausgrid’s strategy as declared in the media'’, has rolled out 58 of their 79 sites (about
70%) without dedicated parking spaces.

Based on this, it can only reasonably be concluded that when given permission, DNSPs
perform significantly less well at the task of rapidly deploying useful EV charging
equipment than the competitive market.

There has been no evidence in any of the DNSP led EV charging or community battery
proposals that the locations being selected are the best for drivers or members of the
community. Infact, the evidence suggests the opposite —for example, the DCCEEW
planin support of DNSP owned EV charging infrastructure refers to regional zone sub
stations as EV charging locations '8, rather than regional town centres. This is DNSP
centric thinking, not consumer-centric thinking — because drivers looking to fast charge
their cars will be looking for the sorts of services common to regional town centres, not

S https://www.linkedin.com/posts/ross-de-rango-29a88013_two-months-ago-i-posted-about-
citipowers-activity-7460786260169637888-GRZy
1616 https://zenodo.org/records/19233669

7 https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-05-14/ev-charging-stations-on-power-poles/105089316
18 https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2026-05/consultation_paper._-
_facilitating_electric_vehicle_charging_infrastructure_under_commonwealth_grants.pdf



the absence of those services typically characterised by the surroundings of a zone
substation on the edge of town.

There is therefore no reason to believe that the DNSP selected sites will help support EV
uptake.

Per above, even when given authority to deploy large amounts of EV charging equipment
through programs entirely designed by themselves, the DNSPs are still slower than the
competitive market.

9.4. How do you think the market for the provision of public EV charging services is
likely to evolve over time?

Competitively.

Every location where there is car parking, and access to electricity, is potentially a
location where EV charging can be competitively offered.

Woolworths, Coles, Bunnings, and all the rest of the major retailers, will offer EV
charging while people shop.

Apartment complexes will retrofit to enable apartment dwellers to charge at home.
Workplaces will offer EV charging at work.
Petrol stations will offer EV charging — especially the roadhouses on long routes.

Global Vehicle OEMs, such as BYD, will roll out public fast charging networks in order
that they are not perceived as having a lesser value proposition compared to Tesla, that
have been deploying high power fast charging sites competitively in Australia for over 10
years.

These are not just predictions.

They are outcomes already happening today in Australia, which are only going to scale
up as more people shift to EVs.

The value of a free market is that it discovers what people actually want, and what the
most efficient and effective ways are to deliver it.

A key risk in enabling DNSPs to own this class of hardware is that it creates risk for
investment. If petrol retailers believe there’s a risk of the DNSP that serves their sites
installing fast chargers down the street from them, with the cost of the hardware
washed across all energy bill payers rather than needing to be recovered from the actual
users of that hardware — then prudence would require them to be very careful about



investing in such hardware themselves. And they’ve already said as much to
parliamentary inquiries®

Question 10: ENA rule change request - Would the ENA’s proposed solution address
the identified problem?

Per above, the identified ‘chicken and egg’ problem is not real. ENA’s proposal would be
good for expanding the RAB of the DNSPs, but on the evidence is not likely to be useful
to EV drivers, and of course cannot solve a problem that doesn’t actually exist in the first
place.

10.1. Do you consider the ENA’s proposal to amend the NER to enable DNSPs to
install, own and maintain EVCI and to provide distribution EVCI services on an open
access basis would most efficiently address the issue identified in the rule change
request? If not, why?

Again, the ‘chicken and egg’ problem is not real.

The proposition that DNSPs own the hardware, and that competition is preserved at the
level of the party offering the service of selling the electricity, is the thinnest of fig leaves
over the DNSPs efforts to destroy competition at the hardware level.

This is critical, because the hardware level is where the vast bulk of the investment
occurs, and it’s also the at the hardware level that decisions are made which determine
whether it’s actually possible to offer drivers a useful EV charging service at the
location.

Through the Citipower trial, we can already see how the CPOs that currently offer public
EV charging services view this approach — of the dozens of Australian businesses that
run services that offer EV charging at other sites around Australia, and that *could* be
used over the top of Citipower’s deployments, only two or three are actually working
with Citipower as EMSPs under Citipower’s model.

Whether this is because citipower is not competent at on-boarding them, or because
very few service providers actually want to work with citipower on this project, or a
combination of the two factors, is not entirely clear... but at the end of the day, citipower
designed the project, spent a year lobbying for it, and got approval almost a year ago....
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And now have two or three service providers to choose from at 16 low power charging
sites, many of which are routinely blocked by petrol cars.

To the extent that there’s a desire to ensure that there is enough of the right kind of
charging infrastructure, in the right places, to support EV uptake — a far better approach
for the AEMC to take would be to uplift ringfencing into the NER in order to putan end to
efforts by DNSPs to start projects like this one, and in addition create rules to compel
improvements from the networks in their service to the owners of competitively
delivered public EVCI.

Itis the competitive businesses in the EV charging space, that will liv or die based on
whether their offering is useful to drivers, that are likely to deliver solutions that are
useful to drivers... whereas the DNSPs can be relied upon to deliver solutions useful for
driving up the RAB.

This mirrors the outcomes in the community battery space... where after three years,
just 22 installations had been delivered against a target of 922, while in a single year,
the competitively lead Cheaper Home Battery program delivered over 450,000
installations.

10.2. Do you consider that the distribution EVCI service identified by ENA should be
a‘distribution service’ (i.e. a service provided by means of, or in connection with, a
distribution system)? Why/why not?

No. per above.

10.3. Do you have any feedback on the proposed requirement for a DNSP to develop
a deployment strategy? Would any additional regulatory oversight be required?

The DNSP should not be developing a public EVCI deployment strategy, because they
should not be owning / deploying public EVCI.

Instead, the DNSPs should be developing systems to speed up connection processes
for the competitive businesses that are already getting the job done today.

10.4. If the ENA’s proposed rule change was to be made, do you think any
constraints or time-limits should be imposed?

It should not be made at all.

10.5. Do you agree with the proponent’s proposal that DNSPs should be able to
recover costs in the current regulatory control period through a reopener if they
wish to provide EVCI in the current period? Why/why not?

20 https://arena.gov.au/knowledge-bank/arena-community-batteries-portfolio-data-report-1/



There should be no need for cost recovery for EVCI, because the DNSP should not be
owning EVCI.

10.6. Economic regulation can, in some cases, be beneficial in establishing service
standards and outcomes that deliver the services required by customers. Do you
consider that would be a potential benefit of ENA’s proposed solution in the case of
kerbside EVCI?

On service standards and outcomes
In the public EV charging domain, critical service considerations include:

» lIsitpossible to park at the EV charger —ie, is the charger already occupied, or is
there a petrol car parked in the way.

» Isit possible to easily start an EV charging session — noting that the charger being
available is not the same as the driver being able to make it work for them.

» Does the EV charger provide as much power as the vehicle can accept, oris it
power limited.

These matters combine to create an overall reliability outcome.

The leading private sector players, who depend on the sale of energy at the location to
make money, and who depend on good experiences leading to repeat business, are
proving to be very good at solving for these matters. One of the key benefits of keeping
the sector competitive is that all else being equal, the businesses that are most capable
of delivering the best outcomes will thrive and grow.

By comparison, if we consider the performance of the DNSP-led rollouts of EVCI that
have occurred to date, we find that securing the parking space for EV only parking — a
key determinant in the ability for the driver to use the charger at all —is not a priority.
Indeed, it’s a clear objective from Ausgrid, presented in the media, to deploy 70% of
thousands of EVCI assets without taking this basic step.

On the ability to start a charging session, the leading players in the market offer plug-
and-charge style solutions to automatically recognise the vehicle being plugged in, app-
based authentication options, and credit card readers for tap-and-go payment.

The DNSP led approach from citipower is to create a new, complex backend system,
where the driver can choose between two apps to use for payment.... But, if charging
cannot be easily started, does not necessarily have a single point of call to resolve the
issue. Plug and charge options and credit card readers have not been included in the
DNSP-led work as far as we’re aware.

On power level, the leading edge of tariff design, by DNSPs, leans towards using peak
network charges to strongly encourage CPOs to dial down EV charging during peak time.



Ausgrid’s EA964 tariff is an example of this, and is in active use at some EV charging
sites in Sydney.

This risk that this creates is that it’s entirely possible for a future state to be created
where all the public fast charging equipment in a particular region is strongly
incentivised to reduce grid consumption at the same time, during a peak event — with
the consequence of creating long queues at public EV charging equipment across a
region, on the hottest days of the year.

Based on this, it’s quite clear that enabling DNSP ownership of EVCI is not likely to lead
to improved standards and outcomes —in fact, to the extent that DNSPs are already able
to engage in the domain and influence outcomes, the outcomes are less good for their
involvement.

On reliability in adjacent domains

A useful point of reference here is the manner in which economic regulation is applied
to the existing sale of petroleum and diesel to consumers.

In this domain, given the nature of the market, a relatively small number of players
control a relatively large proportion of the supply, which creates the pre-conditions for
anti-competitive pricing behaviour, up to and including the formation of pricing cartels.
For the avoidance of doubt, no claim is being made here that such a cartel exists —only
that the nature of the market is such that the pre-conditions exist.

For this reason, the ACCC maintains a vigilant approach to ensuring this behaviour does
notin fact occur, and various other parties (for example, NSW government) maintain
systems that deliver visibility on pricing, and set rules related to timing of price changes,
and the like.

What does not occur is regulation, economic or otherwise, that sets reliability
standards. Free market competition takes care of that — and can be expected to take
care of itin the EV charging domain, as the market grows and matures over time.

Pathways for improved reliability, if needed

While enabling monopolies to entre the market for EVCI hardware ownership against
the competitive plays would — on the basis of evidence to date, and first principles —
likely worsen reliability outcomes for drivers, there are clear pathways that could be
used to enhance reliability, if that was determined to be something governments at
state level actually wished to do.

The cleanest pathway for this type of regulation is in the licencing arrangements for the
sale of electricity.

Currently, CPOs generally act under an exemption from the requirement to be an
electricity retailer — because the act of selling electricity is a regulated behaviour, and



the rules designed for electricity retailers (traditionally the parties permitted to sell
electricity to premises) are not a good fit for the sale of electricity to drivers charging
cars.

Where exemptions are provided, they can be made conditional. In the case of Victoria,
for example, one of the conditions in the relevant GEO is a reporting requirement?'.
Other conditions could be added, to address whatever objectives state government
were trying to achieve.

Importantly: this is completely independent of any consideration as to who owns the
equipment —it’s an obligation imposed on the party that is selling the electricity.

And, per the above example with petrol stations, it is not actually necessary to take
steps like this... provided free market competition is allowed to do the job.

10.7. Are there alternative solutions that would more efficiently address the
identified issues and be more consistent with the NEO that you think the AEMC
should consider? If so, please describe the solutions and explain how they would
be more consistent with the NEO.

Connection timeframes — STPIS approach for new connections

The core challenge identified by the ENA and others is a ‘chicken and egg’ problem that
does not, in truth, generally exist, per the data above... butitis certainly the case that
public EV charging equipment deployments could be achieved more quickly and
efficiently, in closer response to the variable uptake rate of EVs by Australians. than they
currently are. A more efficient rollout of competitively owned public EV charging
infrastructure would be to the public good.

Per above, one of the key roadblocks to the mobilisation of private capital, in order to
achieve the efficient and rapid deployment of competitively owned EV charging
infrastructure, is the time taken by DNSPs to provide connections.

The negotiated connection process is widely acknowledged to take a very long time,
relatively to the rest of the activities necessary for private capital to deploy public fast
EV charging infrastructure.

This is primarily because there is nothing which, in practice, requires a DNSP to perform
this core task efficiently or quickly — while the NER nominally requires these process to
be efficient, there is no reward or penalty associated with the connection timeframe....
And the result is that the CEO of Ausgrid is comfortable in making it clear that
businesses looking to deploy fast charging infrastructure should expect to wait 350
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business days — almost a year and a half — for a connection that is sized at the level of a
pole mounted transformer. 22

An example of an adjacent challenge, which has been met, is network reliability. Just as
with connection timeframes, DNSPs are not subject to the kind of competitive
pressures that keep competitive businesses responsive and reliable — absent a
mechanism to punish poor reliability and/or reward outperformance on reliability, they
can be expected to be unreliable.

This challenge was recognised not long after the creation of the NEM, and the creation
of the STPIS mechanism about 20 years ago was the response.

While it’s beyond the scope of this consultation response to design a suitable
reward/penalty mechanism around connection timeframes, it would be entirely
appropriate for the AEMC to determine that a more preferable course of action to
allowing DNSPs to expand their monopolies into competitive space, would be to instead
develop a mechanism analogous to STPIS, designed to give practical effect to the
elements of the NER that set expectations —which are currently routinely unmet - that
DNSPs be efficient with respect to provision of new connections.

Network capacity constraints and data visibility

For competitive businesses seeking to deploy public EV charging equipment, a core
requirement is almost always a network connection of a certain size. In some parts of
the distribution networks in Australia, there is ample spare capacity to support fast
charging infrastructure today — which means that a CPO making a connection request is
far more likely to secure a positive response, with a manageable price tag, in those
locations.

The level of granularity of data that the CPO needs in order to make this assessmentis
typically at the pole or pad mounted transformer level — and what they’re looking for is
the headroom between the capacity of the network asset at that level, and the historical
peak usage. This is far, far more granular than existing rules require the DNSP to provide
data on under 5.13 of the NER - that being at the zone substation level.

Nevertheless, some DNSPs are already providing data at this level, in response to
industry feedback — Essential Energy was the first to do so, in 202322, This was publicly
recognised by the Electric Vehicle Council at the time as being the gold standard, and
hugely beneficial in terms of enablement of efficient operations for both the CPOs
identifying locations to deploy public EVSE, and the DNSPs in terms of the reduction in

22 https://thedriven.io/2025/05/14/ampol-dumps-retail-electricity-businesses-to-focus-on-ev-charging/
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workload associated with the CPOs making less requests, for locations more likely to be
easily approved.

So, itis demonstrably possible for DNSP to provide this granularity of information, and it
is unquestionably useful in terms of enabling both more efficient operations for the
competitive businesses dependent on the DNSPs for connections, and useful in terms
of improving efficiencies of the DNSPs themselves, by reducing the number of
connection requests that come through which are destined to not proceed, due to lack
of local capacity.

This type of change has been considered multiple times, by multiple parties?4, 2°, and
an AEMC rule change has just been made in this domain?¢. Regrettably, the detail of the
final rule explicitly requires does not specify the necessary level of granularity that has
been well established (per above) as being useful for the purpose of supporting the
rollout of public EV charging infrastructure — despite this level of granularity being
demonstrably achievable for multiple DNSPs today.

Rather, the rule change requires the AER to determine what the data reporting
requirements will be — which means a delay, while the AER undertakes further
consultation in that space, and then imposes the requirement, and the DNSPs then
respond to the requirement. Inthe published final rule, the AER has been given until
March 2028 - the better part of two years — to determine what the specific data
requirements should be.

Other considerations on accelerating CER in Australia

Substantial work has been done in this domain in the past, in particular in a 2024 piece
of work by NEXA Advisory titled “Accelerating Consumer Energy in Australia”?’

This piece of work addressed the items noted above, and spoke further to the need for
tariff reform, which is also key to the enablement of efficient rollout of public charging
infrastructure.

As a more recent example of the need for vigilance in the matter of tariff reform, we can
consider the recent Victorian regulatory reset, in which the AER has approved a
structure whereby the DNSPs maintain a wide differential between the export reward
per kWh exported at peak time (which acts to reduce consumption at that time, and

2 https://www.aer.gov.au/industry/registers/resources/reviews/network-visibility

% https://www.energy.gov.au/energy-and-climate-change-ministerial-council/working-groups/electricity-
working-group/consumer-energy-resources-sub-working-group/identify-options-streamline-network-
connection-processes-cer-including-ev-charging-equipment

26 https://www.aemc.gov.au/rule-changes/enhancing-distribution-network-planning-reporting

27 https://nexaadvisory.com.au/web/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Nexa-Advisory-Accelerating-CER-in-
Australia.pdf



hence puts downward pressure on LRMC), and the import charge per kWh consumed at
peak time (which is the driver of higher LRMC).

In essence, it’s been deemed acceptable for the DNSPs to collect a significant share of
the benefit associated with one household exporting at peak time, while another in the
same street imports — even though this combination of activities is neutral with respect
to augmentation requirements in the network... and in the context of it being the
individual consumers who are investing in building, maintaining, and owning the assets
that produce the peak time exports. This was addressed in significant detail by the
Electric Vehicle Council during the tariff reset process?

Question 11: ENA rule change request - What are the costs and benefits of ENA’s
proposed solution?

11.1. What do you consider the direct and indirect costs and benefits over the short
and longer term would be of the ENA’s proposal to amend the NER to enable DNSPs
to roll out EVCI and to provide EV charging service providers open access to EVCI

services?

The direct costs have been made plain in multiple submissions to processes adjacent
to this one, and to the two parliamentary inquiries that have been addressed the
ongoing attempts on the part of DNSPs to effect an entry into this competitive domain.

Cost: Loss of private sector investment

In the first instance, if DNSPs are permitted to own EVCI and recover the costs from all
energy bill payers irrespective of asset utilisation, in competition with businesses that
need to recover the costs of that hardware from the actual users, then the competitive
businesses will lose - and energy bill payers will end up footing the bill for a lot of assets
that of far lower utilisation than would have been achieved, had the competitive market
been fostered rather than undermined.

Since the nature of competitive deployment of EVCl is that there is upfront capital
expense that needs to be recovered over time, any prudent investor would consider the
future risk of DNSPs being able to shift the rules in this space - for example, if they are
able to secure a waiver for one class of charging infrastructure today, what stops them
from using that as the thin end of the wedge to pursue other classes of infrastructure
tomorrow?

In this respect, it’s instructive to consider that while the bulk of the noise from Ausgrid in
this domain has been around AC charging infrastructure attached to powerpoles, the

28 https://electricvehiclecouncil.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/EVC-submission-to-AER-Vic-26-
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recent DCCEEW rule change request explicitly includes the much higher value, and
higher utilisation, DC charging equipment as well... limited to regional areas... for now.

As noted above, failure of DNSPs to provide efficient connection processes has already
cost Australian drivers millions of dollars worth of private capital invested in EV charging
infrastructure?°.

Were the AEMC to grant DNSPs any right to own this class of infrastructure, it would be
telegraphing to players with private capital to deploy in the domain of public EV charging
that in addition to being a place where it’s very time consuming and expensive to secure
the necessary network connections to build this class of infrastructure, Australia is also
not a safe place to invest in this class of infrastructure. This would predictably be
followed by that private capital being deployed elsewhere, or to do other things.

Cost: Damage to innovation

The goal of the best competitive players in the realm of public EV charging is to deliver
excellent driver experiences, in order that they can continue to secure their spend on
the service of (and in some cases the services associated with) EV charging.

In an emergent space, this means high speed innovation, and continuous improvement-
judged constantly by the actual consumers, who vote with their wallets every time they
charge their cars, rewarding the best players, and punishing the worst.

This is the essence of the free market. Itis how innovation works, most especially in a
rapidly emerging space like EV charging.

By comparison, the goal of the DNSP is to maximise return on a regulated asset base.

If allowed to own EVCI, they have no incentive to ensure that the equipment is useful.
Their incentive instead is to justify to the regulator the need for as much dollar value of
equipment, with the highest defensible claimed maintenance cost they can manage -
and then putit allin the RAB.

We have already seen, in the performance of Citipower and Plus ES in this domain
under waivers granted by the AER, that they are not innovating in ways that matter to
drivers. Indeed, they are repeating well understood mistakes that the competitive
market has stopped making in this country.
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For the challenges that are going to emerge as we move from ~2% EV fleet penetration
towards 100% over decades, we’re going to need innovation — and for that, we need
competition to be supported, rather than undercut.

Cost: Damage to the competitive environment for small businesses

Innovation to tackle consumer needs takes many forms — and meeting the EV charging
needs of Australian drivers that don’t live in standalone homes with off-street parking is
not a one size fits all problem that can simply be met by rolling out pole-mounted AC
chargers.

To the extent that DNSPs are permitted to build solutions where the cost is washed
across all energy bill payers, rather than principally being borne by the users of the
particular service after private capital has covered the initial deployment, this will
distort the competitive landscape thatis — right now — underpinning the development
and deployment of a wide range of innovative solutions in the domain.

Examples of these local competitive businesses are:

Nox Energy, which focusses on retrofit of apartment buildings* with a scalable, mode 2
EV charging solution. Other Australian businesses running similar approaches,
inclusive of local manufacturing content, are Alchemy Charge, Ready Steady Plug, and
Cuprous.

VCSA, a Melbourne based manufacturer which focusses on bridging the gap between
the home and the footpath, enabling drivers without off-street parking to charge at
home?'. Another Melbourne based manufacturer, kerbcharge, is in market offering an
alternative solution to solve the challenge in a slightly different way*

IvyGo, a Sydney based software business, runs a service enabling people with EV
chargers and driveways to share that facility with drivers that lack driveways?*3. Multiple
parties have built solutions of this type in Australia, with one of the first being Everty
backin 2017.

EVXis a Sydney based manufacturer of pole mounted EV charging equipment, and has
been a leader in the rollout of competitive pole mounted EV charging equipment for
years, across about 100 local government areas*

30 https://noxenergy.com.au/australias-largest-ev-charging-project/
31 https://www.vcsa.au/

32 https://www.kerbcharge.com.au/

33 https://ivygo.com.au/

34 https://evx.tech/about-us/



A future where public EV charging equipment is rolled out by DNSPs, without regard to a
‘user pays’ principle being applied to the cost of the hardware, is one where competitive
businesses trying to build solutions that are fair for the wider community — allocating the
cost of the infrastructure used to charge the EVs, to the drivers consuming that service,
rather than the general population — will find the playing field tilted hard against them.

Cost: Damage to EV uptake

As noted above, itis the clear preference of DNSPs in this domain to deploy pole
mounted public EV charging equipment without engaging effectively with local
governments to reserve the parking spaces.

This has been conclusively demonstrated through:

» Ausgrid’s statements in the media®

» Plus ES’s track record of deployments as reported by Waverley, Randwick, and
Woollahra Councils® - where Plus ES deployed about 70% of their asset base
without reserved parking, while every single competitive player did the work to
reserve the parking spaces

» Citipower’s deployments under their AER waiver®’.

Itis not surprising that DNSPs have this preference — engaging with local government to
secure parking spaces can be challenging, and takes time. While it’s a critical step if
the goal is for the charging equipment to be useful to EV drivers (per reporting from
multiple local governments and UNSW analysing results from kerbside EV charging
deployments in Australia®t, %), it’s not actually important if the goal is simply to deploy
more infrastructure, under a cost recovery model where utilisation doesn’t actually
matter.

The nominal benefit of letting the DNSP skip the engagement with local government is
that they could then proceed more quickly with deployments... but this misses the basic
tenet of the NEO, which expects investment and operation to be efficient. The
deployment of thousands of installation that are - by design — destined to be highly
inefficient due to very low utilisation, fails at the very first hurdle.

35 https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-05-14/ev-charging-stations-on-power-poles/105089316
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In addition to failing the NEO test for efficiency, this plan also fails on the objective of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Contrary to claims made by ENA and others in this debate, independent survey work
commissioned by Vehicle Charging Solutions Australia, and undertaken by yougov,
demonstrates that the presence of pole mounted EV charging equipment that is
routinely blocked by petrol cars —which is precisely the type of infrastructure DNSPs are
seeking to roll out — has a strong net negative effect on EV buying intention.

The survey, conducted in May 2026, found that:

» Over four in five (85%) Australians say that if street side powerpoles EV chargers
were installed in their neighbourhood and the charging spaces next to them were
not reserved exclusively for EV charging, leading to them usually being blocked
by petrol vehicles, it would not make them more likely to purchase an EV.

» half (48%) of Australians report that it would make no difference to their intention
to purchase an EV, and nearly two in five (37%) say that it would even make them
less likely to purchase an EV.

» Only 15% of Australians think that it would make them more likely to purchase an
EV.

5 Key Findings YouGov

Key Findings

« Over four in five (85%) Australians say that if street side powerpoles
EV chargers were installed in their neighbourhood and the charging
spaces next to them were not reserved exclusively for EV charging,
leading to them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles, it would not
make them more likely to purchase an EV.

* More specifically, half (48%) of Australians report that it would make
no difference to their intention to purchase an EV, and nearly two in
five (37%) say that it would even make them less likely to purchase
an EV.

+ Only 15% of Australians think that it would make them more likely to
purchase an EV.

+ This lack of impact is particularly pronounced among older
Australians as Gen X and Baby Boomer Australians are more likely
than their younger counterparts to say this would not impact their
intention to purchase an EV (Gen X: 57%, Baby Boomers: 55%
compared to Gen Z: 42% and Millennials: 38%).

+ Meanwhile younger Australians are more likely to report that it would
increase their likelihood to purchase an EV (Gen Z: 28%, Millennials:
23% compared to Gen X: 7% and Baby Boomers: 8%).

Base: n=1,032 Australians 18+
Q1. Thinking about electric vehicle (EV) chargers installed on street side power poles, like in the image below: [image shown — See image above]. Imagine these chargers were installed in your neighbourhood, and that the parking spaces
next to them were not reserved exclusively for EV charging, leading to them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles... How, if at all, would this affect your intention to purchase an EV? Please select the option that best applies

The YouGov survey results have been provided to the AEMC previously in submission to
the DCCEEW rule change request on this topic, and are provided again along with this
submission for consideration.



In short, what has been uncovered here is that if consumers are presented with EV
chargers in their neighbourhoods that are routinely blocked by petrol cars — it makes
them, on the average, less likely to buy an EV.

So -in addition to being an inefficient way to enable EV charging, the ENA plan can be
expected to actually reduce EV uptake by Australian citizens.

Benefits: To the shareholders of the DNSPs.

Per above, it is clear that the Australian population would be better served by not
granting the DNSPs the opportunity to expand their regulated asset bases into this class
of asset.

Based on the evidence to date, the ENA’s plan is not one which could reasonably be
expected to yield an efficient rollout of useful EV charging infrastructure —rather, it’s a
plan that will lead to cost recovery through consumer energy bills for public
infrastructure that is unfit for purpose, and downward pressure on EV uptake, to the
detriment of the country on cost of living, health, national security, and emissions
reduction fronts.

The parties that would stand to benefit from the ENAs plan are the shareholders of the
DNSPs, who would enjoy the ability to expand their regulated asset bases into a new
class of infrastructure. As with all other classes of infrastructure that can be owned
competitively, public EV charging is the type of asset that the ringfencing provisions
designed into the National Electricity Market at its inception excluded from monopoly
ownership.

This shareholder benefit has played out most divergently between Victoria, where the
state government is not a key shareholder of the DNSPs, and NSW, where it is.

In Victoria, we have seen a parliamentary inquiry which probed these questions around
ringfencing quite thoroughly, and in which Citipower in particular came in for some
significant criticism#. This inquiry had hearings in March 2026 and tabled its reportin
June 2026. In parallel, in April 2026, the Victorian government — with the inclusion of a
statement from the Energy Ministers office — issued a regulatory statement asserting the
criticality of the protection of the competitive markets in this domain, and outlining
steps the state government would be taking in this regard to ensure the continued
existence of a functional, competitive market*'.

40 https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/get-involved/inquiries/electricvehicleinquiry/hearings
41 https://www.energy.vic.gov.au/renewable-energy/zero-emission-vehicles



By comparison, in NSW, there was also a parliamentary inquiry into these issues,
commenced in March 202542, This inquiry was not commenced with the support of the
energy minister — rather, it was self-referred by the MPs in the Committee on Transport
and Infrastructure. 96 submissions were made to the inquiry — and the parties who
made submissions are still waiting for a report to be tabled.

Rather than seeking to ensure the protection of the competitive market, for the benefit
of the citizenry, it appears that the NSW Premier and Energy minister are looking to
enable Ausgrid and other NSW DNSPs to expand into this area — but potentially without
accepting accountability for the harm likely to occur, given that the permission for the
DNSPs to expand into this area could be granted as a matter of federal jurisdiction by
the AER and/or the AEMC, rather than state“.

11.2. Do you think these costs and benefits would differ depending on whether the
AER classifies the service as a standard control service or an alternative control
service? Are there any other interdependencies (e.g. with government policies) that
we should take into account?

Regardless of whether the EVCI is owned by the DNSP as a SCS or and ACS, the
ownership by the DNSP of this class of asset will cause the harms listed above.

Question 12: Assessment criteria

12.1. Do you agree with the proposed assessment criteria, which would be used for
both the Nexa and ENA rule change requests and the Review?

Comments with respect to assessment criteria
Outcomes for consumers:

Electricity consumers as a class benefit from lower cost electricity. EV driving
consumers benefit from fit for purpose EV charging infrastructure, that is available to
them when they need it.

The proposals from the DNSPs in this space will in increase the overall cost of
electricity. The track record of DNSPs in this space is to seek to deploy — and to deploy
through waivers and their RESPs - large amounts of infrastructure that is far less fit for
purpose than the competitive market is deploying without reliance on increasing overall
energy bills to do so.

On an outcomes for consumers basis, competitive CPO ownership of EV charging
infrastructure is better — because:

42 https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/parliamentary-business/committees/inquiry-
details?committeelnquiryld=3095
43 https://theenergy.co/article/nsw-open-to-ausgrid-charging-ambition



1) It placesthe cost of the competitively deployed EV charging hardware on the
users of that hardware, rather than on all energy bill payer, and

2) ltsignificantly increases the chances of the right equipment being built in the
right place, because the parties building it will tend to fail commercially if the
equipment is not fit for purpose.

3) It places the risk of the cost overruns on infrastructure being deployed on the
private capital funding the deployment — not the electricity bill paying consumer
base. By comparison, when the DNSPs and TNSPs make mistakes in assessing
the cost of a project (for example, the Victorian smart meter rollout, or project
energy connect), the standard approach is to push the cost escalation straight
into consumer energy bills.

Principles of market efficiency:

Competitive markets tend to be more efficient — that’s why we restrict and heavily
regulate what monopolies are allowed to do, at societal level.

A DNSP deploying EV charging hardware in their rate base has no incentive to deploy
efficiently — they are instead incentivised to seek permission to deploy as much as
possible, irrespective of the actual need — because their pathway to increased revenue
is deployment and maintenance of hardware, whether or not that hardware is actually
useful. Utilisation on EVCI under this model, should they be granted the right to own
this type of equipment, fundamentally does not matter to them.

Competitive CPOs deploying and operating EV charging hardware make money not from
the deployment of the assets, but from their usage. Therefore, they are highly focussed
on ensuring that the right equipment gets deployed in the right place, with the right
surrounding settings to ensure that it sees use.

In any geographic region where it is possible for EV charging equipment to be deployed
competitively to meet the needs of drivers - without regard to whether itis pole
mounted EV charging equipment or some other kind — on the basis of market efficiency,
DNSPs should absolutely not be allowed to own this class of infrastructure in their rate
bases.

Innovation and flexibility:

Competitive businesses innovate to survive, and EV charging is a very fast changing and
innovative space. Flexibility and adaptability are critical requirements for businesses in
the domain.

When committing resources and finance towards ventures that are inherently
uncertain, competitive businesses will seek —where they can —to make sure that the



rules of the game are not suddenly going to change in a manner that pulls the rug out
from underneath them.

Permitting DNSPs to rate-base a class of asset that underpins a competitive service
offering — such as EV charging hardware — would be a classic example of a ‘rug pull’ of
this nature.

We have already seen substantial examples of private investment in public charging
infrastructure in Australia lost because of poor performance from DNSPs with respect
to connection time frames.

The same parties that re-allocated millions of dollars worth of private capital away from
Australian deployments of public EV charging infrastructure for this reason, have clearly
articulated that permitting DNSPs to rate base EV charging hardware will limit their
appetite to invest in the space.*

This is obvious, and rational — if the DNSP is permitted to spread the cost of EV charging
hardware across all energy bill payers without their consent, while the CPO must
recover the cost of the assets deployed from EV drivers that choose to use their
hardware.... While at the same time being entirely reliant on the DNSP for the site
connection, and accepting that the DNSP will have access to the interval energy usage
data for the site - then there is not realistically room for the CPO to compete at the level
of ownership of the EV charging hardware.

Removing from the competitive landscape the decision of what hardware gets deployed
where will not improve the fitness for purpose or efficiency in deployment of what gets
deployed - indeed, we’ve already seen that DNSPs, when given the opportunity through
waivers to deploy EVSE, generally get this rather badly wrong, in ways that the
competitive market does not, as covered in responses above to other questions.

The goals of innovation and flexibility can best be served by protecting the competitive
players from predation by monopolies in this matter.

Emissions reduction:

The core proposition from the DNSPs in this domain is that rapid deployment, of
massive amounts of a very specific class of EV charging infrastructure, will accelerate
EV uptake.

44
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ssions%2F90091%2FSubmission%2083%20-%20BP.pdf



The data —locally, and internationally, does not support this contention in any way, as
addressed in answer to question 9, above.

In fact, when independent survey work is undertaken — as distinct from the self-serving
‘modelling’ funded by ENA - it becomes abundantly clear that the deployment of the
class of infrastructure most favoured by the DNSPs is actually more likely to harm EV
uptake than help, as addressed in answer to questions 9 and 11.

On this basis, given that it is clear that the preferred approach from the DNSPs in this
domainis likely to be harmful to the goal of emissions reduction, the competitively lead
approach is better.

Principles of good regulatory practice:

Good regulations protect consumers, and protect the functional competitive markets
that serve them.

Where it is possible for a competitive market to efficiently serve a consumer need,
regulation should prevent a monopoly from serving that need — especially if the
monopoly is structured in such a way that it is not in any way incentivised towards
delivering an efficient outcome for the consumers in the domain.

A large number of ‘regulatory practice guidelines’ have been generated over the years.
The experts in this domain in Australia are the Office of Impact Assessment, formerly
the Office of best practice regulation.*®

With respect to ringfencing of DNSPs in the context of the Australian energy sector, it’s
been understood for a very long time that preservation of competition where feasible is
critical. The Hilmer review in 1993 was clear on this as a general principle for the
Australian economy?.

The AER understood this in specific detail 15 years ago*’ when putting together a
national ringfencing framework to replace the patchwork of state level regulatory
arrangements, that had been putin place for the reasons laid out in the Hilmer review.

Unfortunately, the AER of late seems to have lost sight of this basic principle... with their
most recent publication on the matter making it clear that they’re finding it “difficult to

4 https://www.dcceew.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/regulatory-practice-statement_2021.pdf

4 https://www.australiancompetitionlaw.info/reports/hilmer

47 https://www.aer.gov.au/documents/aer-discussion-paper-distribution-ring-fencing-guideline-review-1-
december-2011



distinguish”“®¢ where the line is between the monopoly and competitive parts of the
market are.

“8 https://www.aer.gov.au/publications/reports/performance/information-paper-future-network-
regulation - page 42
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Methodology

« This study was conducted online between 21st - 26th May 2026.
» The sample comprised of a nationally representative sample of 1,032 Australians aged 18 years and older.
» Acopy of the questionnaire has been included in this report.

* Following the completion of interviewing, the data was weighted by age, gender and region to reflect the latest ABS
population estimates.

« Significant differences have been reported at the 95% confidence interval.

» This study has been carried out in accordance with the ISO 20252:2019 standards, to which YouGov is accredited.
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Key Findings

» Over four in five (85%) Australians say that if street side powerpoles
EV chargers were installed in their neighbourhood and the charging
spaces next to them were not reserved exclusively for EV charging,
leading to them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles, it would not b S (e —
make them more likely to purchase an EV. 1) W B Polemounted £

no difference to their intention to purchase an EV, and nearly two in
five (37%) say that it would even make them less likely to purchase
an EV.

* Only 15% of Australians think that it would make them more likely to
purchase an EV.

, B
* More specifically, half (48%) of Australians report that it would make ‘}‘7 EV Charger

» This lack of impact is particularly pronounced among older
Australians as Gen X and Baby Boomer Australians are more likely
than their younger counterparts to say this would not impact their
intention to purchase an EV (Gen X: 57%, Baby Boomers: 55%
compared to Gen Z: 42% and Millennials: 38%).

+ Meanwhile younger Australians are more likely to report that it would
increase their likelihood to purchase an EV (Gen Z: 28%, Millennials:
23% compared to Gen X: 7% and Baby Boomers: 8%).

Base: n=1,032 Australians 18+
Q1. Thinking about electric vehicle (EV) chargers installed on street side power poles, like in the image below: [Image shown — See image above]. Imagine these chargers were installed in your neighbourhood, and that the parking spaces
next to them were not reserved exclusively for EV charging, leading to them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles... How, if at all, would this affect your intention to purchase an EV? Please select the option that best applies
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Key Findings

* Regionally, almost nine in ten (89%) of Queenslanders say that it would not increase their likelihood of purchasing an EV, which is
more likely than those from NSW (82%) and VIC (82%).

+ Australians living outside the 5 major capital cities are more likely to report that it would not increase their likelihood of purchasing an
EV compared to those living within the 5 capital cities (91% compared to 81%).

» By housing type, nine in ten (90%) of Australians living in standalone houses say that it would not make them more likely to purchase
an EV, which is more likely compared to just 73% of those living in semi-detached, townhouses or terrace houses, and 80% of those
living in apartments.

Base: n=1,032 Australians 18+
Q1. Thinking about electric vehicle (EV) chargers installed on street side power poles, like in the image below: [Image shown — See image above]. Imagine these chargers were installed in your neighbourhood, and that the parking spaces
next to them were not reserved exclusively for EV charging, leading to them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles... How, if at all, would this affect your intention to purchase an EV? Please select the option that best applies
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POWERPOLE EV CHARGER SURVEY

MARKET AUSTRALIA

SAMPLE N=1000 AUSTRALIANS AGED 18+ NATIONALLY REPRESENTATIVE BY AGE,
GENDER, LOCATION

QUESTIONNAIRE NAME | POWERPOLE EV CHARGER STUDY

USE AU DEMO TEMPLATE | YES

Qtn #

S1
S2
S3
54
S5
S6
S7
S8

o Ul N WIN =

Q1

Question Text Logic
Demographic questions
Age Ask all
Gender Ask all
Location Ask all
Children in the household under 18 years Ask all
Marital status Ask all
Work status Ask all
Household income Ask all
House Type Ask all
What type of home do you currently live in? Ask all

Please select the option that best applies

Single select, randomise

Flat or apartment

Standalone or fully detached house

Townhouse or semi-detached house

Terrace house

Other Fixed
Don’t know Fixed

Thinking about electric vehicle (EV) chargers installed on
street side power poles, like in the image below:

| Polemontd -
BEV Charger

—= A Ask all

Imagine these chargers were installed in your
neighbourhood, and that the parking spaces next to them
were not reserved exclusively for EV charging, leading to
them usually being blocked by petrol vehicles...
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U N W N =

How, if at all, would this affect your intention to purchase
and EV?

Please select the option that best applies

Single select, reverse

It would make me much /ess likely to purchase an EV

It would make me a bit /ess likely to purchase an EV

It would make no difference to my intention to purchase an EV

It would make me a bit more likely to purchase an EV

It would make me much more likely to purchase an EV
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Thank
you

Julie Do, Senior Research Manager julie.do@yougov.com
Erwin Koman, Senior Research Executive erwin.koman@yougov.com
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