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About Shell Energy and Powershop in Australia   

Shell Energy provides the energy businesses and households need for today and tomorrow.   

A generation-backed trader and energy retailer, Shell Energy powers businesses and homes and acts as a 
catalyst for change to positively impact Australia’s energy future.  

We provide electricity, gas, and innovative solutions for our customers, complemented by our portfolio of gas-
fired peaking power stations and battery storage assets, which support energy security and reliability.   

Shell Energy is Australia’s largest electricity retailer to commercial and industrial businesses, recognised for our 
market-leading customer service. We offer business electricity, gas, and smart energy solutions. Our residential 
business, Powershop, provides greater choice and confidence to households and small businesses to help them 
take control of their energy through multiple energy plan options and digital tools.   

 
General Comments 

The network regulation review is a timely opportunity to test whether current investment incentives, service 
classifications and cost recovery arrangements remain fit for purpose.  The natural monopoly rationale for 
shared network services remains strong for the current set of service classifications but should not be extended 
to customer-specific or subset services that can be delivered competitively and at lower cost to consumers. As 
distribution network investment shifts from geographic expansion toward managing growing electrification and 
two-way power flows within the existing system, the regulatory framework should prioritise maintaining clear 
boundaries between monopoly network services and market-led energy services. 

Emerging challenges facing the electricity system have fundamentally changed. Rather than extending the 
physical network, the focus is increasingly on managing variability, flexibility and distributed resources. Many 
low-cost solutions, including batteries, consumer energy resources (CER) orchestration and demand flexibility 
services, can be delivered competitively, so the requirements of monopolistic approaches are not applicable. 

This creates tension between a framework designed for shared monopoly network services and a future in 
which many valuable solutions are distributed, contestable and market led. Proposals from Energy Networks 
Australia and its members to expand the RAB to new assets, including public EV charging infrastructure, should 
therefore be treated cautiously. They reflect the regulated network businesses’ natural incentive to grow their 
asset base, rather than necessarily demonstrating that monopoly delivery best meets emerging community 
needs.  

The energy transition is reducing operational demand1 and placing pressure on the traditional network cost 
recovery. This is most evident in public debates over rising fixed charges paid by energy consumers, which seek 
to protect network revenue as households increasingly deploy CER. CER is in part driving declines in 
operational demand and network use of system charges that could historically be recouped through variable 
charges. 

 
1 Draft 2026 Integrated System Plan: Report Charts, AEMO  

https://www.aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2026/supporting-materials/2026-isp-chart-data.xlsx?rev=c84f5cba01b94b10aa5893f04fbbbba1&sc_lang=en
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The underlying issue sits with network incentives, service classification and cost recovery. Direct control services 
should remain limited to efficient monopoly network services that provide shared network value to consumers. 
The relevant test should not be whether inclusion in the RAB offers an expedient solution to a current market 
challenge. Rather, the test should be whether the activity has the characteristics of a direct control service and 
meets the challenge to respond to technology development and innovation: whether it is a core monopoly 
network function, whether its benefits are broadly shared across consumers, and whether it cannot be delivered 
efficiently through contestable markets.  

There is a long-term affordability risk driven by network cost growth – which has risen to nearly half of electricity 
consumer energy bill costs. Expanding service classification to include what could be better delivered through 
contestable or user-specific services increases the regulated cost base that needs to be recovered through 
network tariffs. This risks requiring all consumers to fund new services that only some consumers use or benefit 
from. In a context of rising network charges, declining operational demand and affordability pressure, the 
AEMC should be cautious about shifting contestable energy transition costs into the network tariff cost base. 

Where DNSPs seek to participate in contestable or potentially contestable markets, ring-fencing must prevent 
monopoly advantages from being carried into competition. DNSPs control essential inputs competitors cannot 
replicate, including connections, network information, tariff assignment, pole and site access. If those inputs are 
not provided on transparent, independently tested and non-discriminatory terms, DNSP participation risks 
distorting the market to the long-term detriment of consumers. This is why Shell Energy has consistently argued 
that ring-fencing must be strict, enforceable and supported by consultation, with independent audit and strong 
limits on waivers. Those obligations are only effective if supported by active monitoring and credible 
enforcement. The energy transition does not justify weakening these protections. It strengthens the case for them, 
because emerging services such as EV charging, storage, CER orchestration and flexibility services are precisely 
the types of markets where competition can drive innovation, efficient investment and better consumer outcomes.  

Our primary position supports Nexa’s rule change proposal. Ring-fencing should be stricter, better defined and 
more actively enforced. DNSPs should be excluded from contestable markets wherever possible, with fewer 
waivers and stronger controls over access to monopoly network inputs. The energy transition does not justify 
extending standard control services into adjacent markets. It reinforces the need to preserve clear boundaries 
between shared monopoly network services and market-facing energy services, so competitive markets can 
drive efficient investment, innovation and consumer choice where competition is possible. 

We remain unconvinced that kerbside electric vehicle charging infrastructure (EVCI) roll out requires a 
monopoly response. Indeed, Europe provides practical evidence that pole-mounted and kerbside charging can 
be delivered through competitive markets with several players (amongst which is Shell Ubitricity which has 
around 20,000 public charges in operation), rather than requiring monopoly network ownership or regulated 
cost recovery. Before expanding DNSP participation in services that should be contestable, regulatory effort 
should first test whether ringfencing is being effectively complied with, and whether access, connection and 
information barriers are preventing market participants from deploying at scale, rapidly. DNSPs should be 
expected to demonstrate that they are providing contestable suppliers with timely, transparent and non-
discriminatory information and support equivalent to the capability they say enables rapid deployment through 
their own activities. 

If, contrary to Powershop’s preferred position, the AEMC and the AER nevertheless decide that DNSP 
capability should be leveraged for early deployment, this should be treated as a temporary, suboptimal 
transitional action, rather than a permanent market arrangement. Importantly, it should not involve direct DNSP 
ownership of the service or classification as a standard control service, as doing so could have lasting 
consequences for contestable markets by crowding out private investment, locking in technology and 
weakening competitive development. 

Our position remains that solutions to emerging problems does not require the contestable activity to be built 
inside the RAB. Instead, a transitional model could preserve the DNSP’s role as provider of monopoly network 
inputs, while using a public-private partnership style structure to draw on the benefits of competitive market 
pressure and commercial governance. PPP-style arrangements have been used widely to give public 
infrastructure projects access to private sector delivery capability, cost discipline and operational expertise, 
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without converting the underlying activity into an enduring monopoly service. Effective examples in Australia 
include rail development and operation, such as Sydney Metro and Canberra Light Rail, as well as schools, 
hospitals, water infrastructure and correctional facilities delivered under established PPP frameworks. Applied 
here, that approach would allow limited DNSP capability to support early deployment where needed, while 
preserving competitive ownership, customer-facing innovation and a clear pathway back to market-led 
provision. 

A potential transitional model of last resort would only be available after a market test demonstrates 
contestable deployment has genuinely failed despite reasonable access to DNSP inputs. This could be a ring-
fenced related entity or joint venture that: 

• Is established for a specific approved purpose and activity within the DNSP region. 
• Operates under a temporary arrangement. 
• Is prohibited from using RAB funding. 
• Is restricted to the approved activity and prevented from expanding into broader contestable markets. 
• May include market participants willing to participate in a JV. 

To ensure the intervention remains temporary, the framework should include: 

• A clearly defined establishment period, not exceeding five years. Mandatory exit at the fifth year, 
without extension, is essential for this model to work. 

• An expiry of any DNSP ownership interest at the end of that period. 
• A mandatory off-ramp requiring the DNSP's shareholding to be sold through an open and competitive 

process. Concentration of market power following the sale should also be considered. 
 

Minimum technical and interoperability standards should also be enforced through the transitional arrangement 
conditions. These standards should reflect industry best practice while remaining proportionate to the costs 
imposed on participants. The framework would also need to ensure the entity cannot interfere or impede 
competitors seeking network access to participate in the market. This approach could deliver targeted 
deployment and prevent over-build and create incentives for competitive outcomes. It would maintain 
competitive tension, create a credible pathway to private ownership, minimise the risk of stranded losses being 
socialised through DNSP shareholders, and prevent temporary intervention from becoming long-term market 
displacement. Importantly this is not our preferred outcome, and such intervention should only be considered as 
a transitional model of last resort. 

Powershop thanks the AEMC for the opportunity to provide comment on this matter. Our additional comments 
are set out below. If you would like to discuss any part of this submission, please contact Brett Crossley at 
brett.crossley@shellenergy.com.au.  

Yours sincerely 

Libby Hawker 

General Manager – Regulatory Affairs and Compliance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:brett.crossley@shellenergy.com.au
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Definition of RAB services should remain narrow 
1. Standard control services should reflect shared monopoly network services. EVCI and CER services generally 
do not. 

The natural monopoly rationale applies strongly to the shared distribution network. Duplicating poles, wires, 
easements, substations and network control systems would be inefficient and disruptive. That is why these 
services are classified as standard control services and recovered from consumers collectively through network 
tariffs. 

That rationale does not automatically extend to assets and services that connect to, sit behind, or use the 
network, such as EV chargers, batteries, flexibility services, DER orchestration, metering2, customer energy 
products or market-facing services. These services may interact with the network, but that does not make them a 
natural shared monopoly network service. Services that can be delivered efficiently by competitive providers 
should not be incorporated into standard control services. 

Applying this classification test helps guard against a situation where pressures within the existing regulatory 
framework become justification for expanding standard control services further. The fact that a service may 
potentially support the energy transition, use network assets or be deployed more quickly under regulated 
funding should not itself justify recovering its costs from all consumers through the shared network tariff base. 

2. Greater consideration should be given to whether access to standard control network inputs is constraining 
contestable market development. 

ENA and its members frame the rollout of electric vehicle charging infrastructure as a “chicken and egg” 
problem. Their argument is that without more chargers, consumers will be slower to adopt EVs, but without more 
EVs, private investment in charging infrastructure will remain slower and more uncertain.3 ENA’s proposed 
solution is to allow distribution networks to install, own and maintain kerbside EV charging infrastructure using 
existing assets, including power poles, with kerbside chargers classified as a regulated distribution service.  

This framing focuses heavily on the claimed benefits of DNSPs using their existing asset base, workforce and 
lower-cost regulated funding model to accelerate deployment. ENA’s The Time is Now report argues that the 
distribution grid is under-utilised and should do more of the “heavy lifting” in the energy transition.4 It also 
expressly recommends classifying kerbside EV chargers as a distribution service, so that more chargers can be 
deployed in more places and range anxiety can be reduced (and increase demand for EVs more broadly).  

However, this framing does not sufficiently test whether the issue is a failure of contestable service provision or a 
failure to provide effective access to the network inputs needed for competitive deployment. The relevant 
question is why private operators and developers may face difficulty entering or scaling in the EVCI market. If 
the barrier is a lack of private capital, insufficient commercial willingness to invest, or a market failure that cannot 
be addressed through competition, then targeted intervention may warrant consideration. In these cases, market 
intervention would inherently require a level of cross-subsidy that increases cost for all energy consumers to 
socialise the insufficiency of the user pay model that would underwrite the business case. However, where the 
barrier relates to access to standard control network inputs, the appropriate response should be stronger 
regulatory oversight of those access arrangements, not reclassification of the adjacent contestable service as a 
standard control service. 

There is evidence that competitive providers are already seeking to develop the EVCI market but may face 
barriers arising from the regulated network environment. EVCI developers and operators have told the AER that 
timely, affordable and non-discriminatory access to distribution networks is critical to investment in charging 
infrastructure.5 They (along with other operators) have identified several barriers affecting public and fast 
charging infrastructure, including:  

 
2 The ‘Power of Choice’ reforms sought to leverage markets and competition to improve outcomes and reduce costs, such as in 
metering delivery, amongst other areas. 
3 Unlocking affordable EV charging for all Australians, 2026 
4 Leveraging the Distribution Grid in support of the Energy Transition 
5 Evie Networks, Tesla, BP, EVX submissions to the CPU ring fencing waiver request  

https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2026-04/ena_unlocking_affordable_ev_charging_for_all_australians_april_2026.pdf
https://www.energynetworks.com.au/assets/uploads/The-Time-is-Now-Report-ENA-LEK-August-2024.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/2026-01/Evie%20Networks%20Submission%20-%20Victorian%20electricity%20distribution%20proposals%202026-31%20-%20January%202026_1.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/2025-06/Tesla%20%E2%80%93%20Submission%20to%20CPU%20ring-fencing%20waiver%20for%20EV%20charging%20infrastructure.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/2025-06/BP%20Australia%20%E2%80%93%20Submission%20to%20CPU%20ring-fencing%20waiver%20for%20EV%20charging%20infrastructure_0.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/2025-06/EVX%20%E2%80%93%20Submission%20to%20CPU%20ring-fencing%20waiver%20for%20EV%20charging%20infrastructure_0.pdf
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• inconsistent treatment between DNSP-owned kerbside charging and competitive public charging, 
• tariffs that are incompatible with sustainable market business models needing to access the network 
• incorrect tariff assignment and complex dynamic pricing trials,  
• slow and inconsistent connection processes,  
• discretionary costs and limited data transparency for planning. 

Addressing these access barriers is critical as the energy transition gathers momentum. Greater regulatory 
scrutiny is required to ensure DNSP-controlled inputs are made available on timely, transparent and non-
discriminatory terms. Where access, connection or information arrangements are slow, opaque, costly or 
inconsistently applied, they can raise barriers to entry for competitive providers. This concern is heightened 
where DNSPs are also seeking ring-fencing waivers or participating through related entities in adjacent markets, 
as this creates a structural conflict risk and may undermine private investment and market-led development. 

Case study: Ubitricity and competitive kerbside charging in Europe.  

Shell’s experience with Ubitricity shows that kerbside EV charging can operate as a competitive e-mobility 
service, even where it depends on public infrastructure and monopoly network inputs. Ubitricity was founded in 
Berlin as a private charge point operator, developed an on-street charging model using existing street 
infrastructure such as lamp posts and bollards, and was acquired by Shell in 2021 as part of its broader e-
mobility strategy. 

The relevant distinction is between enabling infrastructure and the customer-facing charging service. Much like in 
Europe where Ubitricity operates, local authorities control kerbside space and public lighting infrastructure. 
DNSPs control connection processes, network capacity information and tariff assignment. But the charging 
service itself can still be designed, supplied, priced, operated and ultimately improved by competitive providers. 

In the EU, there is a wide range of market participants (including Ubitricity) developing and operating EV 
charger networks. As EV’s have increased in popularity and become the norm for new car sales, the business 
case for these services have improved without the need for direct DNSP investment in owning or operating of 
assets in this market.  

This matters for any Australian model that contemplates DNSP involvement in early deployment. Long-term 
DNSP ownership risks crowding out competitive providers and embedding a regulated technology pathway, 
reducing the innovation, cost discipline and customer value that private operators have been proven to deliver 
in overseas markets further along the EV adoption curve.  
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Table 1. Comparing competitive market delivery against a related entity model or direct RAB approval 
Category Competitive market Transitional model of last resort Direct RAB investment 

Deployment 
speed 

Fast, in response to market needs, if 
DNSP barriers removed 
Deployment follows demand, 
utilisation forecasts, site economics 
and customer value. It may be slower 
where network access barriers remain 
unresolved, but this is a reason to fix 
those barriers, not to socialise the 
service through the RAB. 
 

Fast, but compromised. 
Leverages DNSP network 
intelligence, site access capability 
and capital to accelerate early 
rollout through a structurally, ring-
fenced related entity (accounting, 
assets owned by a sunset entity). 
Requires conditions, governance 
and approval settings, which may 
add upfront complexity. 
 
 

Fast 
May enable rapid deployment 
through existing DNSP planning, 
delivery and funding channels. 
However, it risks favouring speed 
over efficient location choice, 
customer demand and 
contestable market development. 

Market 
discipline 

Strong. Investors bear utilisation, 
technology, location and operating 
risk. Poorly located or poorly 
performing assets are not protected 
by regulated cost recovery, which 
creates discipline around deployment 
choices and customer service. 
 

Weaker. Preserves elements of 
commercial discipline by requiring 
the activity to operate through a 
separate related entity under a 
temporary authorisation. The 
entity should remain exposed to 
utilisation risk, customer demand 
and operating performance, 
subject to the approved activity 
scope. 
 

Very weak. Weakens market 
discipline if assets are recovered 
through regulated charges. The 
risk of overbuild and under-
utilisation will be shifted to 
consumers. 

Consumer cost 
allocation 

Best targeted. Costs are recovered 
from users, investors, site hosts or 
commercial partners rather than all 
network consumers. This reduces 
cross-subsidy risk and better aligns 
cost recovery with the beneficiaries of 
the service. 
 

Some targeted costs to users, 
investors or market participants 
that benefit from the service. Any 
regulated support should be 
limited to the approved activity 
and should not convert the 
contestable service into an 
enduring standard control service. 
 

Socialises costs across all 
consumers through network tariffs, 
including consumers who may not 
use or benefit from the service. 
This creates affordability issues 
and cross-subsidy risks. 

Innovation and 
customer 
outcomes 

Strongest. Competing providers have 
incentives to improve customer 
experience, pricing, software, 
interoperability and service reliability. 
Competition also supports service 
differentiation and downward price 
pressure over time. 
 

Compromised. Embeds 
interoperability and service 
performance into design. Leaves 
room for long-term support for 
customer experience, service 
differentiation and innovation over 
time. 

Weak. May produce more 
standardised deployment and 
locks in technology. Long-term 
DNSP ownership risks weaker 
incentives for customer 
experience, pricing innovation, 
software improvement and 
operational efficiency. Also risks 
duplication of customer facing 
service capabilities and costs 
available in market through direct 
DNSP provision to consumers. 

Ring-fencing 
and 
competition 

Cleanest boundary. DNSPs remain 
providers of monopoly network inputs 
(poles wires), while market 
participants deliver the customer-
facing service and kit. This requires 
strict equal-access obligations, so 
network inputs are made available on 
transparent and non-discriminatory 
terms. 
 

Some boundaries between 
monopoly network inputs and 
contestable customer-facing 
services. Requires strong barriers, 
temporary authorisation 
conditions, equal-access 
obligations and safeguards 
against preferential treatment. 
 

Blurs the boundary between 
standard control services and 
contestable services. It may 
entrench DNSP participation in 
adjacent markets and deter 
private investment. 
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Category Competitive market Transitional model of last resort Direct RAB investment 
Exit pathway No regulatory exit required.  

 
Must include a clearly specified 
expiry period for the DNSP 
interest, which should not exceed 
five years. The arrangement 
should include off-ramp 
requirements for the DNSP share 
of the business, or associated 
operating rights, to be offered for 
sale through an open process at 
the appropriate interval. 

Creates a risk of permanent 
regulated ownership. Once assets 
enter the RAB, they may be 
difficult to unwind even if the 
market later becomes capable of 
competitive delivery. 

Overall 
assessment 

Preferred model where DNSP barriers 
can be addressed. It preserves 
competition, commercial discipline 
and targeted cost recovery, ultimately 
delivering better customer experience 
at lower cost. The regulatory focus 
should be on removing access barriers 
to enable this model wherever 
possible. 
 

A transitional model where a 
genuine market failure, gap or 
constraint is demonstrated. It may 
leverage DNSP capability 
through a ring-fenced related 
entity, without making monopoly 
ownership the long-term endpoint. 
 

An expedient but higher-risk 
model. It may accelerate 
deployment, but inefficiently, at 
the cost of weaker market 
discipline, greater consumer cost 
exposure and reduced long-term 
competition. 

 

Reform pathways 

Recommendation 1: strengthen ring-fencing arrangement and enforcement 
Shell Energy considers that the best reform path is to make ring-fencing stricter, clearer and more enforceable. 
DNSPs should not be allowed to move into contestable services through routine waivers or broad classification 
changes. Those departure pathways should be exceptional and should only be available where there is: 

• a demonstrated market failure that is temporary and expected to resolve as the market matures; 
• a measurable consumer benefit; 
• independent scrutiny of the proposed activity; 
• evidence that the service cannot be delivered effectively through competitive provision once access 

barriers are addressed; 
• increase regulatory oversight, policing and reporting on breaches to ring-fencing rules. 

Recommendation 2: regulate access to monopoly inputs 
A stronger ring-fencing framework should be supported by tighter oversight of the monopoly network inputs that 
competitive providers need to invest and deploy at scale. The AEMC and AER could focus on: 

• connection prices and timeframes 
• transparency of network information and instances of information asymmetries 
• tariff assignment for new products/services and discretionary charges 
• pole, site and network access arrangements 
• hosting capacity data and low-voltage network information; and 
• stricter controls and oversight of conflicts between DNSPs and market participants requiring access to 

DNSP-owned, affiliated and third-party activities. 

Recommendation 3: require a market access test before DNSP-supported deployment 
If the AEMC nevertheless concludes that DNSP involvement is required to address a demonstrated deployment 
gap, that conclusion should not automatically permit DNSP ownership or standard control cost recovery. DNSP-
supported deployment should only be considered after market participants have had a genuine opportunity to: 

• invest in the service 
• operate the service without undue barriers to access DNSP inputs 
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• otherwise participate on reasonable and non-discriminatory terms 
 

Recommendation 4: if DNSPs are used, require a temporary JV sunset model of last resort 
Where DNSP participation is approved following that stringent market test, it should be temporary, targeted 
and structurally ring-fenced. The AEMC should consider requiring the activity to be undertaken through a related 
entity, preferably with scope for a joint venture with market participants. The model should be designed with the 
opportunity to use DNSP network knowledge, site access capability and early deployment support, without 
embedding monopoly ownership or regulated funding as the long-term endpoint. 

The temporary arrangement should include the following safeguards: 

• Defined activity and deployment guardrails: the entity should be authorised to operate only within the 
narrow bounds of the approved activity and should be prevented from expanding into adjacent 
contestable markets. The authorisation should also include deployment limits during the sunset window, 
so the DNSP-supported entity cannot overbuild, race ahead of market participants, or use access to 
monopoly network inputs to deter private investment. Strong oversight should ensure competitors 
continue to receive timely, transparent and non-discriminatory access to network information, sites, 
connections and other standard control inputs during this period. 

• No RAB funding: the activity should be funded outside the RAB and should not be recovered as a 
standard control service. 

• Commercial discipline: private capital should remain at risk and the entity should operate on a 
commercial basis. The sunset window provides incentives to develop a genuinely viable commercial 
business that market investors could operate. 

• Authorisation conditions: the approval should set conditions for scope, funding, pricing, interoperability, 
non-discriminatory access, customer-facing performance and reporting. 

• Five-year sunset: DNSP participation must expire after no more than five years. 
• Sale off-ramp: at the end of the authorisation period, the DNSP interest or associated operating rights 

should be offered for sale through an open and non-discriminatory compulsory auction process. At exit, 
the sale process should be designed to avoid excessive market concentration, including through 
ACCC scrutiny, parcelled asset sales or limits on the share of assets acquired by any single purchaser. 

• Open access, concentration controls and tariff caps: assets with enduring community or market value 
should have oversight of tariff pricing structure to ensure open access on fair, transparent and non-
discriminatory terms.  

This structure would preserve competitive market ownership as the long-term endpoint, while still allowing 
targeted intervention where a genuine deployment gap has been demonstrated. It would also reduce the risk 
that a temporary response to early deployment barriers becomes an enduring monopoly service. 
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Appendix A: structured summary of key positions 

This appendix provides a structured summary of Powershop’s positions. It should be read with the full 
submission. Its purpose is to clarify our core positions, supporting rationale and requested regulatory action for 
each issue addressed in the submission. For avoidance of doubt, Powershop’s preferred outcome is market-led 
delivery of EVCI and other contestable services. Access reform should be the first-order regulatory response. The 
transitional model of last resort is included only to define strict limits if the AEMC concludes that some DNSP-
supported deployment is unavoidable. 

Issue Position Reason Requested action 

Standard control 
service 
classification 

Standard control services should 
remain limited to shared monopoly 
network services. EVCI, CER 
orchestration, batteries, flexibility 
services and other customer-facing 
services should not be classified 
as standard control services where 
they can be delivered through 
contestable markets. 

These services may rely on access 
to network inputs, but that does not 
make them natural monopoly 
services. Expanding the RAB to 
cover contestable or user-specific 
services would socialise costs 
across all consumers and weaken 
market discipline. 

Maintain a narrow service 
classification test. Do not treat 
assumptions around speed, transition 
objectives or use of network 
infrastructure as sufficient reasons to 
expand the RAB. 

Ring-fencing 

Ring-fencing should be stricter, 
clearer and more actively 
enforced. DNSPs should not enter 
contestable markets through 
routine waivers or broad 
classification changes. 

DNSPs control monopoly inputs 
competitors cannot replicate, 
including connections, network 
information, tariff assignment, pole 
access, site access and 
discretionary charges. Weak ring-
fencing risks carrying monopoly 
advantages into contestable 
markets. 

Support stronger ring-fencing rules, 
fewer waivers, independent scrutiny, 
proactive monitoring, reporting and 
credible enforcement. 

Access to 
monopoly 
network inputs 

The AEMC and AER should test 
whether information asymmetry 
and access barriers to DNSP-
controlled inputs are constraining 
contestable deployment before 
allowing DNSP participation in 
adjacent markets. 

A deployment gap may reflect poor 
access to connections, tariff 
assignment, site access, poles, 
network information or discretionary 
charges, rather than a failure of 
contestable markets. 

Require timely, transparent, affordable 
and non-discriminatory access to 
DNSP-controlled inputs. Address 
access barriers before considering 
DNSP-supported deployment. 

Primary position 
on EVCI and 
related services 

Powershop do not support DNSP 
ownership of EVCI as a standard 
control service or direct RAB-
funded public charging 
infrastructure where competitive 
deployment is possible. 

EVCI is a customer-facing and 
potentially contestable service. It 
should be delivered by competitive 
providers where they can access 
network inputs on fair terms. 

Preserve market-led deployment as the 
preferred model. Focus regulatory 
effort on removing DNSP-controlled 
barriers to private investment. 

Market access 
test 

DNSP-supported deployment 
should only be considered after a 
genuine market access test. 

Intervention should not occur before 
market participants have had a fair 
opportunity to invest, operate and 
access DNSP inputs without undue 
barriers. 

Require evidence that deployment has 
genuinely failed despite reasonable, 
transparent and non-discriminatory 
access to DNSP inputs. 

Transitional 
model of last 
resort 

If a genuine deployment gap 
remains, a transitional model of 
last resort could be used. This 
could involve a tightly ring-fenced 
related entity or joint venture 
operating outside the RAB for a 
defined and temporary purpose. 

This would allow limited DNSP 
capability to support early 
deployment without converting the 
service into an enduring monopoly 
activity or crowding out private 
investment. 

If used, require no RAB funding, 
commercial discipline, defined activity 
limits, deployment guardrails, non-
discriminatory access obligations and 
a mandatory exit pathway. 
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Issue Position Reason Requested action 

Sunset and exit 
pathway 

Any DNSP-supported transitional 
model must expire after no more 
than five years and must include a 
compulsory off-ramp. 

Temporary intervention must not 
become permanent market 
displacement. Once assets enter 
monopoly ownership or regulated 
funding pathways, they may be 
difficult to unwind. 

Require expiry of DNSP ownership or 
operating rights, sale through an open 
and non-discriminatory process, and 
concentration controls at exit. 

Open access 
and 
concentration 
controls 

Assets with enduring community or 
market value should remain open 
access on fair, transparent and 
non-discriminatory terms. Exit 
arrangements should avoid 
excessive market concentration. 

There is a risk that a DNSP-
supported entity could overbuild 
during the sunset window, deter 
private investment and then transfer 
a concentrated asset base to a 
single market participant. 

Consider ACCC scrutiny, parcelled 
asset sales, acquisition limits, ongoing 
access obligations and tariff caps 
where a purchaser would control 
material infrastructure. 

What the 
submission does 
not support 

This submission should not be read 
as supporting DNSP ownership of 
EVCI, RAB-funded public charging 
infrastructure, permanent DNSP 
participation in contestable 
markets, or broad reclassification 
of contestable energy services as 
standard control services. 

The transitional model of last resort 
is a second-best position only. It is 
included to provide a constrained 
alternative if the AEMC concludes 
that some DNSP-supported 
deployment is necessary. 

Treat the transitional model of last 
resort as a transitional safeguard, 
noting this is not Shell Energy and 
Powershop’s preferred model. 

Interpretation of 
transitional 
model of last 
resort 

The transitional model of last resort is not Powershop’s preferred position. It should be read only as a conditional 
response if the AEMC concludes that DNSP-supported deployment is unavoidable. Any reference to a related 
entity, joint venture or PPP-style model is conditional on: access reform first, no RAB funding, a genuine market access 
test, ring-fencing, deployment limits, a five-year sunset and compulsory exit. If those conditions are not met, 
Powershop opposes DNSP-supported deployment. 

 
 


