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Clean Energy Council submission to the  
Energy Queensland Consultation Paper: 

Enabling an Emergency Backstop Mechanism 
 

Executive Summary 

The Clean Energy Council (CEC) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback to the Energy 

Queensland Consultation Paper, Enabling an Emergency Backstop mechanism. 

The CEC is the peak body for the clean energy industry in Australia. We represent and work with 

Australia's leading renewable energy and energy storage businesses, as well as accredited designers 

and installers of solar and battery systems, to further the development of clean energy in Australia. We 

are committed to accelerating the transformation of Australia’s energy system to one that is smarter 

and cleaner. 

The CEC understands the need for an emergency backstop mechanism. We have strongly supported 

the work being progressed in South Australia (SA) and Western Australia (WA), where rapid progress 

is being made toward the introduction of interoperability capability. Interoperability has the advantage 

of being capable of supporting an emergency backstop mechanism as well as a range of other useful 

capabilities such as dynamic operating envelopes, remote verification of inverter settings, responses to 

market signals and many more. In contrast, ripple control will deliver little more than an on/off switch. 

Australia is a relatively small market. We cannot afford to have multiple sets of regulations, unique to 

every state and territory. There is a move nationwide toward introduction of interoperability. Mandating 

ripple control is out of step with the 21st century approach being adopted by other states. 

The consultation process should consider alternatives to ripple control. The solutions being adopted in 

SA and WA are far superior to what is being proposed for Queensland. Energy Queensland should: 

• Allow use of interoperability and other demonstrated effective solutions as an alternative to 

ripple control, 

• Allow a market-based approach rather than relying on mandatory external control, 

• Activate market-based responses (for which DER owners are paid) prior to mandatory 

regulated responses (for which DER owners are not paid), 

• Allow zero export limitation as an alternative to switching off customers’ equipment, 

• If the proposal for mandatory ripple control proceeds, limit it to the solar inverter and do not 

apply it to the battery inverter, and 

• Exempt customers on a static zero export limitation from the requirement for mandatory ripple 

control. 

We would be very happy to discuss these issues in further detail with Energy Queensland. We look 

forward to contributing further to this important area for policy development. 

  

http://www.cleanenergycouncil.org.au/
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1. Introduction of interoperability capability would be preferable to ripple control  

Interoperability is the way of the future. Ripple control is a mid-20th century technology.  

There are many functions enabled by interoperability. Ripple control simply delivers an on/off switch 
and very little else. 

The Consultation Paper asserts that interoperability capability is not an available technology solution. 
The technology is available in inverters. It is not yet supported by Energy Queensland’s information 
technology (IT) systems.  

Interoperability involves two-way communication. Communication for ripple control is one-way. The 
response of inverters to the ripple control signal will be invisible to Energy Queensland. Ripple control 
is clearly an inferior solution. 

Additionally, Energy Queensland led the utilisation of dynamic operating envelopes to manage network 
flows and full operationalisation of dynamic management will require full interoperability and two-way 
communication. Requiring ripple control can only be an interim solution requiring a future upgrade 
resulting in increased costs to consumers. 

The remote disconnect reconnect functionality has already been built by the industry for use in SA and 
WA. Queensland could simply be added to the platform. This could be achieved quickly and with no 
additional training requirements for installers and no additional cost burden for customers.  

We urge Energy Queensland to move to use of 21st century interoperability technology instead of relying 

on the old ways of the mid-20th century. 

2. Allow multiple compliance pathways 

Elsewhere, states have allowed multiple compliance pathways to achieve the emergency backstop 

mechanism. 

We urge Energy Queensland not to mandate ripple control to the exclusion of other technologies. Where 

other technologies can achieve the same result, they should be allowed. Inverter original equipment 

manufacturers (OEMs) can deliver an emergency backstop mechanism without the use of ripple control. 

We urge Energy Queensland to understand the capabilities of inverter OEMs and to allow alternatives 

to ripple control which we believe are the way of the future. 

3. Allow a market-based approach  

We strongly urge Energy Queensland to allow for a market-based approach instead of (or in addition 

to) a mandatory regulated approach. 

Interoperability and the use of communications protocols such as IEEE 2030.5 enable a market-based 

approach. Mandatory ripple control is the antithesis of a market-based approach.  

4. Activate market responses prior to regulated responses 

If regulated responses (for which no payment is made) are activated before a market-based response, 

there will never be an incentive to activate a market-based response. Market-based responses should 

always be activated in advance of regulated responses. This includes payment to distributed energy 

resources (DER) to reduce their exports to zero. 

5. Allow zero export limitation as an alternative to switching equipment off 

Energy Queensland is proposing a blunt approach of simply switching off solar PV arrays and battery 

storage. Other states have implemented their emergency backstop approach using zero export 

limitation. Zero export limitation is superior to simply switching off the customer’s equipment.  

We request Energy Queensland to explain why they will not permit zero export limitation as an 

alternative to switching off customers’ equipment. Important features of inverter-based energy systems 
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(such as short duration under-voltage ride through and power quality responses) remain enabled when 

the inverter is set to zero export. These modes are disabled when the inverter is switched off. 

6. Limit ripple control to the solar inverter 

The consultation paper proposes to mandate ripple control of solar PV inverters and battery inverters. 

If the proposal to mandate ripple control proceeds, we urge Energy Queensland to mandate it only on 

solar PV inverters. Turning off battery inverters will have unintended consequences for the use of 

batteries as backup sources of power. The consultation paper does not provide a rational for switching 

off customers’ batteries as well as their solar PV array. 

7. Exempt customers on a static zero export limitation 

Customers in SA who are restricted by a static zero export limitation are exempt from the emergency 

backstop requirement. This option should also be considered by Energy Queensland. 
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Responses to questions raised in the Consultation Paper 

1. Do you understand the reasoning behind the proposal to implement an emergency 

backstop mechanism in Queensland to manage the risks of minimum system load? 

We understand why an emergency backstop mechanism is required.  

We support the objective of introducing an emergency backstop mechanism. 

We do not support the way that Queensland proposes to implement its emergency backstop 

mechanism. 

We note that when a backstop mechanism was introduced in SA and WA a period of six months was 

allowed to enable preparations, such as changes to hardware and firmware, preparation of installer 

training material, training of installers, training of inspectors and establishment of testing procedures. 

The Energy Queensland proposal does not appear to have given the same degree of consideration to 

the need for preparation and training. By rushing through the new requirements, Energy Queensland 

risks low compliance rates with the new regulations. 

Introducing a 3rd party device to systems necessitates testing to ensure that the user experience is as 

intended. There has not been sufficient time to complete testing. 

2. Do you see any potential technical challenges to installing the Generation Signalling 

Device? 

Yes. We urge Energy Queensland to consider the difficult cases, not just the easy ones. 

Not all inverters have a simple RJ45 plug. Some have a port internal to the inverter. Some require wiring 

to terminals. Some have a remote software port. We are concerned that the Consultation paper seems 

to be based on a best-case scenario.  

Inverters and solar isolators are installed in harsh environments and generally have IP ratings at or 

above IPX5 (protection against jets of water), the TMAC device only has IP44 (protection against 

splash) and could lead to failures over time.   

Increased incidences of load control signals causing problems on appliances could lead to increased 

complaints. 

Many inverters on the system may impact the effectiveness of ripple control signals. 

The response by customers could also bring challenges. Customers will see that their inverter stops 

production and could assume the system is at fault. Some will likely call the service department of the 

OEMs or installer/retailer who put the system in as they will assume that the systems have developed 

a fault. In SA and WA this is avoided as most systems are not turned off, they are just set to zero export. 

This means that system owners do not see an offline or a non-operational inverter. This scenario will 

burden service departments and detract from real issues. 

3. Do you see any potential technical challenges in relation to multi string inverters, multi-

inverter systems, microinverter systems, or inverter battery energy storage systems? 

Yes. Use of DRM0 as a mechanism for disconnecting inverters from the grid should be tested across a 

range of inverter models before it is mandated. This is an untested process. It might work perfectly 

every time but that seems highly unlikely, and it would be reckless to make that assumption. The remote 

disconnect reconnect function has not been implemented on larger systems in SA and WA. Use of the 

DRM0 function in the way proposed by Energy Queensland is untested in Australia.  

If testing has already been undertaken across a range of inverter models, we urge Energy Queensland 

to publish the results.  

https://www.tmacgroup.com.au/product/demand-control-signal-receiver-dcsr-aflc/
https://www.lp.ergon.com.au/rs/545-KHH-485/images/Impact%20of%20Load%20Control%20Signalling%20on%20Household%20Lighting%20Systems.pdf
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/8378865
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Multi-inverter systems need one device per inverter, which will add significant costs.  A device that can 

trigger a central protection unit where installed will be more efficient. 

Pure battery inverters (with no solar) should not be given a DRM0 signal.  

4. What additional information or support will installers and consumers need in order to 

understand the proposed changes and their obligations, including communicating the 

new requirements to end customers? 

All parts of the industry will need time. Implementing the proposal from November 2022 will not allow 

enough time to train installers and prepare educational material for installers and consumers. 

Consumers should be given information as to why the Generation Signalling Device is mandated, how 

it works, what it costs and for how long it will be required. 

Installers should be provided with information on why the Generation Signalling Device is mandated, 

how it works, what it costs, for how long it will be required and how it should be installed. The installation 

procedure will vary according to the type of inverter and there will be a need for product-specific training. 

For some models of inverter, installation of the Generation Signalling Device will be relatively 

straightforward. However, it cannot be assumed that all installers will be able to install a Generation 

Signalling Device on all models of inverters without any training. No installation in Australia have used 

the function proposed by Energy Queensland. It would be reckless to assume that this will proceed 

smoothly if there is no time for installer training. 

5. Please provide other feedback you think will assist us with the implementation of the 

emergency backstop mechanism 

The consultation process should consider alternatives to ripple control. The solutions being adopted in 

SA and WA are far superior to what is being proposed for Queensland. Energy Queensland should: 

• Allow use of interoperability and other demonstrated effective solutions as an alternative to 

ripple control, 

• Allow a market-based approach rather than relying on mandatory external control, 

• Activate market-based responses (for which DER owners are paid) prior to mandatory 

regulated responses (for which DER owners are not paid), 

• Allow zero export limitation as an alternative to switching off customers’ equipment, 

• If the proposal for mandatory ripple control proceeds, limit it to the solar inverter and do not 

apply it to the battery inverter, and 

• Exempt customers on a static zero export limitation from the requirement for mandatory ripple 

control. 

The proposed annual review of the emergency backstop mechanism should be conducted 

independently and should aim to transition to use of IEEE 2030.5 instead of ripple control as soon as 

possible. 

Even if the mandatory ripple control feature is used only as an emergency measure, its mere existence 

risk stifling the development of market-based capabilities. At the very time a response service might be 

valuable (i.e., when the system needs it), it will be worthless and redundant due to the availability of 

ripple control. 

There should be some additional clarity on the 10kVA limit. Is this based on inverter size or per-phase? 

Would three 5kVA systems (one on each phase) exceed the 10kVA limit or not? 

 

 

 

 



6 

 

Utilising an approach like the emergency disconnect schemes that have been implemented in SA and 

WA is preferred because: 

• It comes at no extra cost to the owner, 

• It does not preference a single manufacturer of supporting devices, 

• It does not rely on installers installing another 3rd party device correctly, 

• Compliance reports can be provided for each device which reacted (or didn’t react) for an 

emergency disconnect command, 

• It can optionally derate rather than disconnect (in many cases), 

• It has the option to include existing installed systems rather than newly installed systems (at 

least technically), 

• It has been tested in two states already and is working, 

• It would have minimal impact on manufacturers in terms of integration testing. 

Note that this option may take extra time to setup the server and the integration testing for all 

manufacturers, however there are benefits in terms of nationwide approach and consistency of the 

technological approach.  

A digital approach also allows Energy Queensland to later decide to introduce the backstop on smaller 

systems (e.g. 5kVA), there would be no additional work and they could capture existing installations.  

 

 


