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Executive Summary
Date 22/09/2026

Meeting Name: RRRG Meeting 10

Agenda Item:

Purpose: RP engagement

Division: Various

Presenters: Various

The below Executive Summary serves as a concise and comprehensive overview of the 
presentation that follows. The primary purpose of the Executive Summary is to provide the 
RRRG a quick and clear understanding of the key essential points and findings contained in 
the full presentation. 
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1. Introduction:
▪ This is the tenth RRRG meeting and one of the final working session before positions are locked for the Revenue Proposal.
▪ It follows the Preliminary Revenue Proposal and the feedback the group gave on narrative, consumer impacts, execution readiness and transparency.
▪ The session is a working session, not an endorsement point: we are updating, testing and inviting challenge while the forecast can still change.
2. Summary of Objectives:
▪ Forecast update – explain the material movements from the Preliminary Revenue Proposal to the current forecast.
▪ Consumer Impacts – test the proposed approached for making affordability impacts visible, grounded and defensible.
▪ Proposal Evolution – show the portfolio decisions behind the current position: defer, contingent treatment, refine and reconcile.
▪ Real Cost Escalation – seek challenge on the evidence and sensitivities required for a defensible approach.

3. Key Findings / “So what?” messages:
▪ The proposal has reduced materially since the PRP
▪ The movement is driven by portfolio choices, not a single event: deferral beyond 2033, contingent treatment, scope and estimate refinement, and 

reconciliation of work in progress.
▪ The main opex movement is technology delivered through XaaS, partly offset by the removal or reduction of other step changes.
▪ So what for consumers: a lower revenue requirement than the PRP, but the affordability implications only become visible once the consumer impact 

approach is settled.
▪ Consumer impact work leans on SA Power Networks' published archetypes because ElectraNet is at arm's length from distribution customers and is a small 

share of the bill.
▪ Real cost escalation needs to be discussed fully, understanding evidence and sensitivities.

4. Recommendations or Conclusions – What we need from the RRRG:
▪ Confirm the “must see” evidence for consumer impacts, portfolio transparency and real cost escalation



Agenda Item Detail Time Presenter

Standing Items Acknowledgement of Country, minutes 
and actions

9.30am – 9.45am Leanne Muffet - Facilitator

Forecast Update Capex, opex building blocks 9.45am – 10.15am Bec Malhotra Chris Ridings
Ed Heaton

RRRG discussion Consumer Impacts and how the proposal 
has evolved

10.15am – 11.15pm All

Break 11.15am – 11.25am All

Real cost escalation Consultant analysis, approach and RRRG 
challenge

11.25am – 12.25pm Kris Funston – Rennie Advisory
Chris Ridings

Close Pulse check, meeting actions, AOB 12.25pm – 12.30pm Leanne Muffet
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S E S S ION OU T COME

Today: update, test and challenge
The session is not seeking endorsement of the forecast. It is intended to improve the proposal before positions are final.

1 UNDERSTAND

What has changed since the PRP 
and the portfolio decisions behind 
the current forecast.

2 TEST

Whether the proposed consumer-
impact approach is meaningful and 
sufficiently grounded

3 CHALLENGE

What evidence and sensitivities are 
needed for transparent and 
defensible assumptions

Today’s Ask Help identify the evidence the RRRG needs to understand consumer impacts, 
trust the portfolio-level choices and assess real cost escalation
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FE E DB ACK  RE S P ONS E

What we heard and how we are responding

Clear strategic narrative Test the emerging “why / why now / why not later” narrative Developing

2 Consumer impacts Test Ed’s proposed methodology and required outputs Discuss today 

3 Execution readiness Bring sequencing, capacity and delivery controls to a dedicated 
session

Future session

4 Transparent thinking Show how management has tested the proposal, and engagement on 
real cost escalation and how assumptions are being refined

Primary focus today

Position the strategic narrative as emerging and open to challenge, not as a completed response. We will bring it back to the 
RRRG in a future session once sufficiently developed.
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Forecast Update
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FORE CAS T  OV E RV IE W

The proposal has reduced materially from the PRP
Headline numbers are draft and remain subject to final reconciliation, assurance and forecast updates.

CURRENT PERIOD

Capex $866m

Opex $772m

Total revenue $2,568m

PRELIMINARY PROPOSAL

Capex $3,218m

Opex $979m

Total revenue $3,601m

CURRENT FORECAST

Capex $2,741m

Opex $1,018m

Total revenue $3,240m

Key message: the largest movement is lower capex, while opex has moved modestly upward.
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FINANC I AL  MOV E ME NT S

What changed and why

CAPEX

$3,218m
PRP

Contingent
treatment

Reprofile /
defer

Scope and
estimates

WIP and
other updates $2,741m

current forecast

OPEX AND BUILDING BLOCKS

$979m  →  $1,018m

Main movement: technology delivered through XaaS, partly 
offset by removal or reduction of other step changes.

Lower capex 
forecast →

Lower RAB, return and 
depreciation than PRP

→  Lower total revenue than PRP

RRRG test: Does the bridge clearly distinguish removed, deferred, reprofiled and contingent expenditure?



Ed Heaton

RRRG Discussion
Consumer Impacts



P RIMARY  DIS CU S S ION 1

Consumer impact modelling: from revenue to lived impact
We are seeking input on the methodology before final results are produced.

Revenue
requirement › Transmission

price path › Retail bill
translation › Consumer

archetypes › $ / year
and % change

WHO? Which consumer groups must be represented? WHAT? Which measures make the impact meaningful?

RANGE? Which scenarios and sensitivities should be 
shown?

CONTEXT
?

What affordability context should accompany the 
results?

Suggested archetypes: typical residential, lower-usage or vulnerable consumers, small business and large energy users where 
relevant.



Proposal – “Use the experts”  
▪ SA Power Networks developed analysis on many 

indicative customers in their 2024 Tariff Structure 
Statement
 Close to the customers to differentiate

 More meaningful and comparative analysis

 Wide spread of potential customers 

▪ Take a selection of these customers 
 Not all – likely to be meaningfully similar

▪ Lean on Default Market Offer & SA Power Network 
c/kWh outcomes for transmission

▪ Escalate by revenue movements for the upcoming 
period

Customer Impact modelling
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RRRG Ask 
▪ Consumer impact modelling that makes the 

affordability implications visible, grounded, and 
defensible.

Challenges for ElectraNet
▪ We are at arms length to distribution customers – 

don’t have access to data
▪ We have little discretion in how prices and 

charges are determined
▪ We represent a small proportion of the bill
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Residential & Potentially Vulnerable Customers
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Small Business customers
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10 minutes 

Break



Kris Funston – Rennie Advisory
Chris Ridings - ElectraNet

Real Cost Escalation



Jeremy Tustin

AOB


