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Strengthening Protections for Energy Consumers in Victoria

Alinta Energy welcomes the opportunity to provide a submission in response to the
consultation paper "“Strengthening Protections for Energy Consumers in Victoria™.

As energy is an essential service, access to affordable and reliable supply should be a
central objective of any regulatory framework. Responsibility for delivering this
outcome does not rest solely with energy retailers.

Appropriate consumer protections are critical to maintaining confidence in the energy
market. These protections must, however, be balanced against the need to support
an efficient and competitive market. Rapid developments in products and
technology add complexity fo this task, but this should not deter ongoing regulatory
improvement.

Consumer protections under the Energy Retail Code of Practice should be targeted at
addressing actual or likely harm to Victorian consumers, where obligations are
deliberately and knowingly circumvented.

To support effective compliance, obligations in the Code should be clear,
proportionate, and aligned with current market operations. They should also be
sufficiently flexible to adapt as the market, and the products and services offered by
retailers, continue to evolve.

Qur detailed responses to the consultation paper questions are contained in the
following. should you have any questions or wish to discuss any aspect of our
submission | can be contacted via email:

Yours Sincerely

Shaun Ruddy
Manager National Retail Regulation

Alinta Energy Pty Limited ABN 64 614 975 629
Grosvenor Place, Llevel 13, 225 George Street, Sydney NSW 2000 Australia
T +61293722600 F +61293722610 W alinfaenergy.com.au



Stakeholder Questions

Strengthening family violence protections

Q1. Should we make changes fo the code of practice to strengthen family violence
protections? If so, what should change?

Yes. Strengthening protections for customers experiencing family violence should be
supported, provided any amendments are clear, workable and capable of being
implemented consistently across all service channels. The key challenge is ensuring
measures remain effective as customer servicing increasingly shifts to digital and
automated interactions, where there may be fewer direct touchpoints to identify
family violence risk and provide tailored support. Reforms should therefore focus on
practical, outcomes based requirements that improve safety and accessibility without
creating unintended risks or unmanageable operational complexity.

Q2. What family violence obligations should apply to exempt persons operating
embedded networks? Are there particular complexities we should take into account
when considering new obligafions in this context?

Family violence protections should apply eqgually to customers in embeadded networks,
so that a customer's safety is not contingent on how they are supplied with energy.
Where exempt sellers operate embedded networks, minimum enforceable standards
should be incorporated intfo the relevant exemption or authorisation conditions,
supported by clear guidance on how those obligations are to be met in practice. Any
complexities, such as limited onsite staffing, reliance on third party agents, or
constrained customer information, should be addressed through failored
implementation requirements, not by lowering the level of protection.

In particular, exemption frameworks can be used to require embedded network
operators o adopt and comply with minimum family violence protections (including
safe communication, information security and tailored hardship support), with
appropriate reporting and auditability o ensure those protections are meaningful.

Supporting future First Nations customer reforms
Q3. Are changes required to support cultural safety for First Nations customers? If so,
what are these changes?

MNo. Cultural safety for First Nations custormners is an important and broader policy issue
that extends beyond what can be effectively delivered through prescriptive
obligations in the Energy Retail Code of Practice. The Code is not well suited to
designing culturally safe engagement settings, nor to resolving the underlying drivers of
disadvantage. Any initiatives in this area should be developed through dedicated,
co-designed programs led with First Natfions communities and the appropriate
agencies, rather than being introduced as compliance requiremenis for retailers
without a clearly defined objective and supporting framework.

Q4. What measures could retailers take to support self-identification in a culturally safe
way?

If self-identification is pursued, it must be voluntary, informed and supported by a clear
purpose that benefits customers, Retailers should only ask the guestion where they can
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explain why the information is being requested, how it will be used, who it may be
shared with, and how it will be protected. Any approach should be codesigned with
First Mations stakeholders and align with data sovereignty principles. More broadly,
retailers can strengthen inclusive customer service by adopting culturally safe training
and engagement practices that support all customers, while ensuring any First Nations
specific measures are targeted, justified and trusted.

Q5. What should we consider in relafion to the handling of data and information about
First Nations customers?

Before infroducing any requirement to collect or handle First Nations customer data,
the Commission should clearly articulate the customer benefit and intended use case
and demonstrate that collection is necessary and proportionate. Consideration should
also be given to consistency with other sectors (e.g.. telecommunications, banking
and insurance) so that definitions, collection methods and protections are aligned and
comparable. Any framework must address consent, minimisation, secure storage,
retention limits, access controls, and restrictions on secondary use, consistent with First
MNations data sovereignty expectations, so that collection does not undermine trust or
create avoidable privacy and safety risks.

rtin nsumers in the enerqgy transition
Qé. What should we take into account when considering extending the protections of
the code of practice to secondary meters?

Any extension of the Code to secondary meters should start with a clear statement of
jurisdiction and scope, particularly which parties and activities the ESC can regulate,
and whether obligations are intended to apply only to on market secondary metering
points or also to non-market arrangements. Without a precise definition, there is a risk
that protections are drafted too broadly, capturing services and providers outside the
retailer’s control and creating compliance uncertainty without delivering
commensurate customer benefit.

This is particularly important where customers procure services from third-party
providers that are not retailers and are not affiliated with retailers. In those cases,
retailer-facing obligations may not be the most effective regulatory lever; protections
should be targeted to the entity best placed to comply and designed to avoid
duplicatfive or unworkable reguirements.

Information for consumers on gas disconnection and abolishment

Q7. Should retailers be required to give customers information about gas disconnection
or abolishment? If so, what information should they need to provide?

Retailers should be required to provide practical, process orientated information that
helps customers progress a request. This should include a clear explanation of the
difference between disconnection and abolishment, the steps the customer needs to
take, and who is responsible for each step (including when the distributor must be
engaged). More technical information, such as site specific feasibility, costs and
timeframes, should remain with the distributor, as they control the physical works and
are best placed to provide accurate advice. This approach avoids duplicating
obligations and reduces the risk of customers receiving inconsistent or outdated
information.



Q8. Are there other changes we should consider to support customers who have
disconnected from gas or closed their gas accounts?

No additional Code changes are necessary at this time. Any further measures should
be evidence-based and coordinated with distributor and government transition
programs to ensure customers receive consistent guidance and support.

Improving consumer contact information for power outages
Q9. Should retdilers be required to collect information from a secondary contact
person (and potentially additional members of a household)?

This issue is already being considered in the context of the life support rule change.
Requiring retailers to collect and use secondary contact details is not straightforward,
particularly if the expectation is that retailers will proactively communicate outage or
other critical information to the secondary contact. Any such requirement would need
to be carefully designed to ensure it is operationally workable and does not create
privacy, consent and liability risks.

If retailers are required to hold secondary contact information, the framework must
include explicit consent and authority mechanisms. At a minimum, the customer
should be required to confirm that the nominated person has agreed to act as the
secondary contact and fo receive communications from the retailer, and retailers
should be able to rely on that confirmation. Clear safe harbour protections are also
needed so retailers are not exposed to liability where communications are sent in good
faith in accordance with the consent process (including in circumstances where the
secondary contact may otherwise be on a ‘do not contact’ register).

Q10. Should retailers be required to improve the quality of the customer contact data
they hold? If so, how?

Retailers already collect and maintain customer contact information to the extent
necessary to meet their operational, billing, credit and regulatory obligations, and to
communicate effectively with customers. This information quality is fundamental to
service delivery and customer outcomes.

Accordingly, retailers are already strongly incentivised to keep customer data
accurate and up to date, because poor data directly undermines customer service,
increases complaints and drives rework costs. Any proposal for additional obligations
should therefore be supported by clear evidence of a systemic problem and a cost-
effective remedy, rather than imposing prescriptive processes that duplicate existing
practice.

On that basis, further mandatory requirements are unlikely to deliver meaningful
benefits unless the Commission can demonstrate specific gaps that retailers are not
currently able to address through existing processes.

Clarifying protections that apply to customers with closed accounts
Q11. In your view, is there sufficient clarity in the code of practice about which
minimum standards of assistance apply to customers with closed accounfs?

Yes. The Code is sufficiently clear that retailers should continue to engage with and
support customers who close an account with an outstanding debt. We recognise



that customers may close accounts for many reasons, and that carrying residual debt
can be stressful and difficult to manage. From a practical perspective, continued
engagement, including maintaining an agreed repayment arrangement, gives the
best prospect of resolving the debt in a way that is manageable for the customer and
commercially realistic for the retailer.

To work well, these arrangements need ongoing engagement from both the customer
and the retailer. We recognise that customers may sometfimes miss payments due to
changing circumstances. Where payments are missed, the prefered approach should
be to re-engage with the customer and, where appropriate, adjust the arrangement
to reflect their situation. However, if there are repeated missed payments and the
retailer is unable to make contact or secure engagement over fime, retailers should be
able to transition from discretionary assistance to standard debt management
pathways, while continuing to meet any minimum legal requirements.

It is also important to distinguish between assistance measures that can only be
delivered by the customer's current financially responsible market participant (FRMP),
such as certain ongoing billing, tariff, metering or concession administration functions,
and those that can sensibly continue after account closure. Clarification should avoid
implying retailers can provide ongoing 'in life' account protections when the customer
is no longer supplied by that retailer.

Q12. What considerations should we take into account if we were to clarify protections
that apply to customers with closed accounts?

Any clarification should clearly separate: (1) assistance that necessarily ends when an
account is closed, and (2) assistance that may continue to support repayment of o
residual debt. Clear demarcation will reduce confusion for customers and improve
consistent application across retailers.

For example, concession eligibility, application and ongoing administration should
remain the responsibility of the retailer that is currently financially responsible for supply,
as that retailer has the live account relationship and the systems to apply concessions
comrectly.

Beyond any mandated minimum assistance, additional support after closure (such as
debt waivers, payment matching or failored arrangements) should remain
discretionary, allowing retailers to respond proportionately to individual circumstances
without creating open-ended obligations that are difficult to administer or fund.

Requirement to publish changes of tariffs and charges in newspapers

Q13. What matiters should we take into account when considering removing the
requirement to publish variations to standing offer prices in newspapers (relying on
online publication only)?

Mewspaper publication is no longer an effective or proportionate channel for
communicating standing offer variations.

Customers who are impacted receive direct notfice through established
communications (such as bills and retailer notifications), and up-to-date pricing
information is readily available online, including on retailers' websites and the Victorian
Government's Energy Compare service. Maintaining a prescriptive newspaper nofice
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requirement imposes avoidable cost and administrative burden without delivering
corresponding customer benefit.

Accordingly, Alinta Energy supports removing this obligation.

Strengthening requirements for handling complaints
Q14. Do you agree with our assessment of the provisions related to complaint handling

and dispute resolution that should be made more consistent?

We do not agree with the premise that retailers manage complaints differently
depending on the subject matter. Retailers’ complaint management frameworks are
designed to be applied consistently across all complaint types, with escalation and
resolution pathways determined by the circumstances of the complaint rather than by
separate rule sefts.

The Code should therefore take a principles-based approach: require retailers to
manage all customer complaints in accordance with their complaint management
policy and procedures, provided those policies meet clearly specified minimum
standards (including alignment with the relevant Australian Standard for complaint
management). This will improve clarity and accountability without duplicating detailed
process requirements in the Code.

Aggregation of multi-site business customers
Q15. Do you have any views on the aggregation of multi-site business customers for the
purpose of disapplying protections in our code of practice?

Aggregation should be permitted where a business customer provides explicit,
informed consent. Where multiple sites are aggregated into a single arrangement and
the customer receives the benefits of scale and tfailored contfracting, it is appropriate
that small customer protections do not apply, as the customer is no longer operating
as a ‘'small customer’ for the purposes of the Code.

More generally, customers seeking to aggregate multiple sites are large businesses
engaging in energy procurement on a commercial basis and are protected by
general consumer and contract law. In that context, the Code should avoid overly
prescriptive consent requirements. It should be sufficient that the contract
documentation and precontract communications clearly state that the arrangement
is aggregated.

Clarifying obligations for retailers selling to customers in embedded networks
Q16. What opportunities are there to provide the same protections for embedded
network customers as for other customers?

The objective should be equivalence of consumer protections. Customers supplied
through embedded networks should have access to the same core protections as
customers supplied through the distributed network, particularly in relation to billing,
hardship, complaints and family violence protections. Achieving this will require clear
obligations placed on the appropriate party (licensed retailer, exempt seller and/or
embedded network operator), supported by enforceable exemption conditions where
relevant.

If the Commission considers any protections impractical or unnecessary to apply in



embedded networks, it should clearly explain the basis for that position and
demonstrate how customers will still achieve equivalent outcomes. The Commission
should also consider whether a conclusion that a protection is not required for
embedded networks indicates that the obligation is no longer necessary or
proportionate in the Code more broadly and therefore should be reviewed for all
customers. This approach avoids creating a two tier framework in which protections
depend solely on the type of network supplying the premises.

Opportunities for reducing costs and requlatory burden when considering reforms
Q17. Do you see any opportunities for reducing costs and regulatory burden when we
consider potential reforms to the code of practice?

Yes. A comprehensive review of existing obligations should be undertaken to identify
requirements that are no longer used, no longer fit for purpose, or have been
overtaken by technology and current practice.

Reforms should also prioritise simplification of core obligations to improve efficiency in
service delivery while preserving consumer outcomes and essential protections.
Clearer, principles-based drafting can reduce interpretive burden and compliance
cost without weakening safeguards.

Material efficiencies can be achieved through jurisdictional harmonisation where
appropriate, reducing duplication and enabling consistent implementation for retailers
operating across multiple markets.

In addition, a periodic ‘efficiency and relevance’ test could be applied to long
standing obligations (for example, those in place for five years or more) to confirm they
remain necessary, effective and proportionate.

For example, the requirement to publish standing offer variations in newspapers is an
outdated obligation that imposes cost without adding meaningful customer value,
given direct customer notifications and the availability of online price information.





