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Dear Kami

AER – Network Resilience Guidelines Consultation Paper

Endeavour Energy appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Australian Energy Regulator’s
(AER) Network Resilience Guidelines consultation paper (the Consultation paper) which will
inform the development of its Network Resilience Guidelines (the Guidelines) about its
assessment approach to network resilience expenditure and replace the informal 2022
guidance note.

Distribution networks are vulnerable to risks from the impacts of extreme weather events which
are increasing in frequency and severity with the impacts of climate change. The resilience of
electricity networks is an increasing focus among Distribution Network Service Providers
(DNSPs) in the face of risks posed by climate change impacts and the growing dependence on
electricity through decarbonisation and electrification.

Ensuring an appropriate level of resilience is important to minimise the potential costs of
damage from natural hazards. The NSW Reconstruction Authority’s State Disaster Mitigation
Plan estimates the 2023 average annual loss (AAL) (i.e., cost of damage) from all hazards
across NSW was $3.1 billion dollars per year. It forecasts this cost to grow by 195% to
$9.1 billion dollars per year in 2060 under a high emissions scenario. It identifies the top 20
local government areas (LGA) with the highest average annual loss in 2023 and 2060.

Relevantly to Endeavour Energy’s network:

 twenty per-cent of these ‘top 20’ LGAs across 2023 and 2060 are found in Endeavour
Energy’s catchment (see Figure 1 below);1 and

 the current population of these five LGAs is in the order of 1.6 million people,
representing over half of the total population that our network serves2.

1  NSW Reconstruction Authority, State Disaster Mitigation Plan 2024-2026, pp 62-63.
2  ABS estimated residential population 2025
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Appendix A – Endeavour’s response to AER’s Network
Resilience Guidelines Consultation Paper
Defining network resilience
The current definition for network resilience in the AER’s informal guidance note and
Consultation paper is as follows: 3

“A performance characteristic of a network and its supporting systems (e.g.,
emergency response processes, etc.). It is the network’s ability to continue to
adequately provide network services and recover those services when
subjected to disruptive events”

We agree with the outcomes-focused nature of the definition; however, the Consultation Paper
then goes onto to state that:4

“The key factor in determining whether the expenditure is resilience-related is
whether resilience is the primary driver of the proposed expenditure; that is,
whether the primary driver or need for the expenditure is to address outages of
more than 12 hours from extreme weather events.”

We caution against the inclusion of a time-based threshold in the definition. As the impact of
severe weather events is not easily predictable, using an arbitrary hourly threshold may
inadvertently rule out legitimate resilience expenditure that customers and communities value.
Additionally, we stress that it is the consequence of a weather event that is important to our
customers, rather than the duration of outage. We believe that a definition for network resilience
should be agnostic to length of time from an extreme weather event, but consequence based.

Rather, we recommend that the AER adapt the UK Cabinet Office definition for resilience as:5

“Resilience is the ability of assets, networks and systems to anticipate, absorb,
adapt to and/or rapidly recover from a disruptive event”

We consider that this definition reflects the key resilience factors – i.e., anticipate, absorb, adapt
and/or recovery - in an evolving and complex energy system. The definition could be amended
to capture the full life-cycle of resilience by including ‘learnings from’ a disruptive event. This will
enable learnings from past experiences to inform future resilience activities. Additionally, this
definition reflects how resilience is not just limited to the physical infrastructure but is part of a
complex interconnected system.

By way of illustration, we have included below three case studies of where we believe resilience
activities align well with the UK Cabinet Office’s definition of resilience.

If the AER were to include a time threshold in its definition and assessments, we recommend
that the AER evaluate the basis for the 12-hour mark. We recognise that this aligns with how
the AER currently differentiates outages covered by the value of customer reliability (VCR) and
the VNR. However, we question whether 12 hours is appropriate in current modern society,
particularly given the criticality of electricity supply to the economy, customer and community
expectations regarding modern life and, in particular, the ubiquitous nature of technology. We
therefore see value in the AER consulting with consumers and communities on the appropriate
threshold, recognising that this may warrant a more holistic review of network resilience, the
VCR and the VNR.

3  AER, Network resilience guidelines – Consultation paper, June 2026, p12.
4  AER, Network resilience guidelines – Consultation paper, June 2026, p13.
5  UK Cabinet Office, Keeping the Country Running: Natural Hazards and Infrastructure, October 2011, p14.
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At the same time, DNSPs started to propose resilience related capital expenditure in regulatory
determinations as a separate and distinct category. Most notably, in the ACT/NSW/NT/TAS
2024-29 determinations, our analysis indicates that $573 million ($M; FY24) of resilience capex
was proposed by the networks, of which $386 million was approved – a 33% reduction. This
represents the largest reduction to any category of proposed capex for the 2024-29 period.

We do not consider this outcome reflects a restriction within the regulatory framework on the
AER’s ability to assess, substitute and/or reject resilience related expenditure. Rather, it likely
reflects that this area of spend is relatively new and is in response to the growing damage
caused to networks and communities from climate change and extreme weather events. We
expect that over time, as maturity in this area evolves, this discrepancy will reduce.

We believe that this reflects the importance of the AER’s Guidelines in setting out clear
principles on how it will conduct its resilience expenditure assessments. It is in the long-term
interest of customers for DNSPs to strike an efficient and prudent balance between these
preparatory and reactive options. We recommend that the AER’s Guidelines include clarity on
how it will accommodate pre-emptive or reactive resilience expenditure and promote efficient
and prudent level of spend and service quality with respect to network resilience.

In particular, the industry would benefit from greater certainty regarding what constitutes
efficient and prudent proposal with respect to resilience. Ultimately, the objective is not to
eliminate risk altogether, but to improve the balance between acting too early and acting too
late. An appropriately principles-based guideline, supported with flexibility to accommodate local
DNSP and community needs, can better manage these trade-offs while continuing to protect
consumers from bearing too much risk.

With that in mind, we recommend that the AER address the following matters in its Guidelines:

 the types of events, projects and classes of market benefits that can be considered as
part of a network resilience case for investment;

 the scope of resilience-related activities a DNSP can include within an expenditure
allowance. This clarity is important as our customers, government departments, other
utilities and agencies are increasingly asking DNSPs to contribute more towards building
network and broader community resilience, including sharing information and knowledge
prior to the event, and in real-time as an event unfolds, to help minimise the impact on
people and communities and help expedite recovery timeframes. Doing so will also help
Government clarify where funding gaps may exist so that they can intervene where
necessary;

 the process for determining the optimal timing of investments and balance between
proactive and reactive actions; and

 the role and treatment of scientific climate modelling and determining its impact on
incremental resilience expenditure. We note that different climate modelling, time periods
and scenarios used can greatly vary the expenditure required.

Supporting information for resilience expenditure proposals and ongoing
reporting
While we recognise that a template may be, at times, an effective means of collect standardised
data, we do not think that this applies to resilience-related expenditure. There is variability in the
criteria and assessment of resilience business cases to address specific hazards, so there is a
risk that a standard resilience template will not suit all resilience investment proposals. We
consider that it may be more useful to reevaluate the need, including cost and benefits, of a
standardised template after the conclusion of the next set of regulatory reset cycles to enable
more information, insights and experience to be captured from the experiences of those
networks.

In a similar vein, we do not support annual reporting of resilience spend as this data point does
not provide meaningful insights regarding the state of preparedness of a network and will
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3. Match the level of engagement to the stakeholder’s ability to influence the decision
Good engagement uses the IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum to explicitly map topics
according to the extent to which customers and stakeholders can influence outcomes. A
sound principle for resilience engagement is therefore to be transparent about whether
stakeholders are being informed, consulted, involved or asked to collaborate.

4. Be transparent about trade-offs, especially affordability versus resilience.
Transparency is critical when engaging with communities’ resilience proposals. This
includes the nature of the problem, the range of solutions available, their costs and
effectiveness, and the impact on different customer and community groups, including
current and future customers. Importantly, there is consistent tension between improving
resilience and maintaining value for money, which is more pronounced within the recent
cost-of-living pressures. Good resilience engagement should therefore explain costs,
alternatives, consequences of doing more or less, and how choices affect customers.

5. Provide evidence for resilience investments
Increased focus on network resilience should be justified by appropriate evidence. A good
engagement principle is therefore to present the evidence base clearly. For example,
climate risk, disruptive-event trends, customer experience, and the expected impact of
options.

6. Engage broadly and deeply
Genuine customer engagement also requires breadth and depth of engagement,
consistent with the AER’s Better Resets Handbook – Towards consumer-centric network
proposals. For resilience, this means combining broad input from a diverse cross-section
of customers with deeper deliberation among informed stakeholder groups. This includes
engagement with emergency services agencies, regulators, lived-experience panels of
customers, local government and state members of Parliament, business groups, industry
associations. other electricity networks and well-segmented customer groups.

For example, Endeavour Energy has partnered extensively with the Energy Charter, NSW
Reconstruction Authority, NSW Department of Energy, Environment, Climate Change and
Water, Western Sydney Regional Heat Taskforce, the Committee of Sydney, Business
Western Sydney and Western Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils, Illawarra Joint
Organisation of Councils and technology start-ups like NEARA, to collaborate on resilience
initiatives.

7. Use multiple channels and tailored methods
Endeavour Energy’s engagement approach includes customer panels, reference groups,
stakeholder deep dives, forums, workshops, website channels, social media, local council
engagement, and targeted meetings. A good resilience engagement program should not
rely on one format; it should use channels suited to the audience and topic.

8. Be inclusive and remove barriers to participation
Good engagement should also design fit-for-purpose engagement for culturally and
linguistically diverse communities, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander consumers,
vulnerable customers, councils, large energy users, and others who may not engage
effectively through standard channels. A resilience engagement principle should therefore
require inclusive design and remove barriers to participation removal.

9. Make information accessible and understandable
Endeavour Energy’s Customer Panel findings showed that participants valued difficult
information being explained in ways they could understand and wanted clear,
easy-to-understand educational materials. For resilience engagement, technical,
regulatory and investment information should therefore be translated into accessible
language.

10. Be iterative and responsive over time
Engagement models that use iterative and deliberately adaptive processes work best.
Endeavour Energy’s 2024-2029 Revised Regulatory Proposal added a “Confirm” phase
specifically to test whether customer views had shifted over time. For resilience, this
supports a principle of revisiting assumptions and checking whether stakeholder
preferences are changing as conditions change.

11. Close the loop and show how feedback changed decisions.
The AER’s Better Resets approach and the evaluation tables in Endeavour Energy’s 2024-
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The quality of customer engagement and human centred design saw this project awarded the
Energy Networks Association 2024 Customer Engagement Award.

New resilience elements in the Distribution Annual Planning Reports
The AEMC’s final rule determination requires that DNSPs meet new annual planning and
reporting requirements for resilience in the annual DAPR, including (but not limited to):13

 identifying risks of power outages for their customers caused by severe weather events,
taking into account the impacts of climate change;

 performance of the DNSP and outcomes for consumers in any severe weather events
that occurred in the preceding year; and

 The amount and nature of the DNSP’s resilience expenditure which occurred in the
preceding year (if any), and its planned resilience expenditure in the forward planning
period.

DNSPs must comply with these new annual planning and reporting requirements starting with
their 2028 DAPRs.

As mentioned above, we request that the AER exercise caution in balancing transparency and
audience capacity when determining the type and scale of information that should be included
in the DAPR. The communication of risk is challenging, particularly in regard to high impact but
low probability weather events.

In this context, we recommend that the risk identification component of the DAPR should adopt
a more qualitative approach. For example, performance outcomes for any severe weather
events experienced during the year being reported in terms of outage duration and response
time.

With respect to the expenditure reporting component of the DAPR, we recommend that
resilience expenditure should include a comparison between forecast and actual expenditure by
natural hazard type, along with forecast expenditure for the next year, by natural hazard type.
Additionally, we recommend that all resilience reporting should be through the DAPR alone and
not collected through annual information orders to avoid risk of duplication.

We note that there is the AEMC is currently preparing the final rule and determination on
Enhancing Distribution Network Planning and Reporting that will replace the existing DAPR with
a new Distribution Network Development Plan (DNDP).14 Under the draft rule determination,
DNSPs are required to develop the first DNDP with their next regulatory proposal. For
Endeavour Energy, this means the December 2027 DAPR will be replaced by the first DNDP in
January 2028. We seek confirmation from the AER and AEMC that the new resilience
requirements will not be required for Endeavour Energy’s first DNDP, but in the first annual
update to the DNDP (i.e., January 2029).

Lastly, we recommend that the AER work closely with the AEMC to consider any transitional
arrangements that may be required to facilitate enhanced data reporting while minimising
confusion, duplicated reporting and data requests and regulatory burden.

Addressing resilience expenditure in incentive schemes
While it is acknowledged that resilience investment can have a benefit to reliability, not all
resilience investments will have a guaranteed benefit in all situations. For example, a program

13  AEMC, Rule determination – Including distribution network resilience in the NER, 8 May 2025, p v.
14  AEMC, Draft rule determination – Enhancing distribution network planning and reporting, 23 April 2026.
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of lifting low overhead spans to improve flood clearance will only provide a benefit in the event
of a future flood, not in the context of all adverse weather events. Similarly fire mesh wraps on
timber poles to reduce the impact of a future bushfire may reduce outage time in the event of a
bushfire impacting a particular area but will not provide a benefit during other adverse weather
events.

We note that there is a Major Event Day (MED) exclusion to reliability performance to recognise
the uncontrollable nature of these impacts, and there is an expectation that resilience
investment is entirely focused on long duration outages that occur as a result of extreme
weather impacts to networks. Consequently, there is an argument that pure resilience
expenditure would not result in a significant change to normalised reliability performance.

There is a risk of creating a disincentive to resilience investment if that results in a punitive
modification to incentive scheme settings. Considering the complex relationship between
resilience investment and reliability improvement it is arguably impossible to account for the
contribution from resilience. In this context, we are not supportive of including resilience
expenditure in the incentive schemes.




