24 April 26

Essential Services Commission (ESC)
Level 8, 570 Bourke Street
Melbourne VIC 3000

Dear ESC team,
Strengthening Protections for Energy Consumers in Victoria

PLUS ES welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback to the ESC’s consultation paper on Strengthening
Protections for Energy Consumers in Victoria.

PLUS ES is a registered contestable Metering Co-ordinator (MC) and an accredited Metering Provider
(MP), Metering Data Provider (MDP) and Embedded Network Manager (ENM) in the National Electricity
Market (NEM). Our skilled workforce provides metering services across Australia and supports Consumer
Energy Resources (CER) deployment. We provide metering services through Retailers and directly to
customers ranging from small residential customers through to Australia’s largest manufacturers and
mining operators.

PLUS ES supports the ESC’s objective to strengthen energy consumer protections by reviewing the
ongoing suitability of Victoria’s customer protection framework as the energy system evolves, with a focus
on affordability, vulnerability and fairness. We also support ensuring that protections remain proportionate,
targeted and adaptable to emerging technologies, business models and market risks. An overview of our
feedback is provided below:

e Aggregation of multi-site business customers — We support the aggregation of multi-site business
customers and in our experience such arrangements have not resulted in unintended consequences,
including any reduction in consumer protections. Where aggregation leads to large-customer
treatment, this reflects a deliberate trade-off that should occur only where customers have made an
informed and voluntary choice, with a clear understanding of the associated benefits and changes to
applicable protections;

e Strengthening family violence protections and clarifying obligations for retailers selling to customers in
embedded networks — We support extending consumer protections, including family violence
protections to customers in embedded networks on risk, equity and proportionality grounds. Customers
may face similar levels of vulnerability regardless of supply arrangements, and protections should
therefore be aligned to customer need, rather than the structure of the energy delivery model;

e Protections for consumers with secondary meters — We support the ESC’s objective in reviewing the
code of practice following the implementation of the AEMC'’s rules introducing flexible trading
arrangements and metering secondary settlement points (SSPs). However, extending customer
protections to SSPs may be disproportionate to the risks involved, given participation is voluntary and
reliant on customer accessibility and third-party providers, and may introduce unnecessary cost and
complexity without commensurate consumer benefit; and

e Improving communications with customers during power outages — We support initiatives that promote
timely and effective customer awareness of power outages, particularly as customer communications
continue to become more digitised. We support efficient and streamlined processes and caution
against the introduction of additional obligations that may increase data risk and operational
complexity, and consequently impose avoidable cost burdens on industry, such as mandated reviews
of customer information.
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In addition to the detail provided in the below section, we welcome ongoing engagement to discuss this
submission or any other matters arising from the consultation. If you have any questions or wish for further

discussion, please contact Helen Vassos on ||| o =t

Yours sincerely,

Andrew Divitaris
PLUS ES - Director of Metering Business Development & Strategy



1. Aggregation of multi-site business customers

PLUS ES supports the aggregation of multi-site business customers and in our experience such arrangements
have not resulted in unintended consequences, including any reduction in consumer protections. Where
aggregation leads to large-customer treatment, this reflects a deliberate trade-off that should occur only where
customers have made an informed and voluntary choice, with a clear understanding of the associated benefits
and changes to applicable protections.

Issue and impact (proportionality and customer choice)

In the NEM, it is standard practice for large, multi-site business customers to engage a MC through a Direct
Metering Agreement (DMA), enabling a consistent, efficient and portfolio-wide approach to metering services.
PLUS ES currently operates under a number of such arrangements across the NEM.

Under the current Victorian framework, however, comparable customers are unable to include their full portfolio
of sites under a single DMA. This restriction results in fragmented metering arrangements, increased
contractual and operational complexity, reduced standardisation, and potentially higher costs for customers
seeking a whole-of-portfolio approach. In PLUS ES’s view, these outcomes are not proportionate to the risks
being managed, particularly for sophisticated business customers with established governance and
procurement capability.

Risk-based considerations and safeguards

PLUS ES acknowledges that permitting aggregation of multi-site customers, including portfolios containing
small sites, may give rise to unintended consequences if implemented without clear guardrails. However, a
risk-based approach requires consideration of who is exposed to harm and the likelihood of that harm occurring.

Business customers managing large, multi-site portfolios typically possess the commercial sophistication,
governance arrangements and expertise required to make informed decisions regarding service providers and
energy management solutions. In this context, aggregation under a DMA represents an exercise of informed
customer choice rather than a circumstance warranting prescriptive protections designed for vulnerable or
less-informed customers.

To PLUS ES’s knowledge, there is no evidence of systemic consumer harm arising from the use of DMAs,
especially in portfolios that contain a mix of small and large sites. DMAs have historically been utilised by
business customers and have not been a material source of consumer complaints or regulatory intervention.
This supports a proportionate, risk-based approach that distinguishes between residential or vulnerable
customers and sophisticated business users.

Customer reporting, energy management and regulatory outcomes

The current Victorian AMI framework for small customers materially limits customer choice over metering
services, with downstream impacts on business customers’ ability to meet evolving energy management,
emissions reporting and sustainability obligations.

AMI meters for small sites are owned and managed by distribution businesses, with services optimised primarily
for billing, settlement and network functions. While customers can access their data, it is generally provided
through regulated channels, in standard formats and within prescribed timeframes. This constrains access to
timelier, tailored or assurance-ready data increasingly required to evidence energy efficiency initiatives, validate
emissions reductions, and support portfolio-wide Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) reporting”.

For multi-site Victorian customers, these constraints are amplified where some sites can access contestable
metering arrangements while others cannot. This results in fragmented data sets across a single portfolio,
increasing compliance cost and complexity and undermining consistent data governance, validation and
auditability. While the AMI framework does not prevent compliance, it increases the cost and risk of compliance
in a manner that is increasingly misaligned with contemporary reporting expectations.

1 Disclosure of information about an organization’s ESG performance.



From a regulatory perspective, the growing linkage between NEM reform, energy data and metering highlights
that metering arrangements are no longer solely operational or settlement-focused. Metering is a key enabler of
data transparency, innovation and effective market signals. Limitations on aggregating multi-site business
customers constrain the ability of DMAs to deliver their intended efficiency, governance and data benefits, with
unintended downstream impacts on legitimate reporting and decarbonisation objectives.

Governance and accountability

Where aggregation is permitted, PLUS ES considers it essential that roles and responsibilities are clearly
defined to avoid ambiguity of arrangements, gaps or duplication between the retailer, contestable metering
parties and Distribution Network Service Provider (DNSP) obligations. Clear allocation of accountability is a
necessary safeguard to support effective governance, regulatory compliance and appropriate customer
protection outcomes.

Recommendation

PLUS ES recommends that the ESC consider a ‘support with guardrails’ approach to the aggregation of
multi-site business customers. Such an approach would preserve informed customer choice and deliver
efficiency and governance benefits for sophisticated business customers, while ensuring that appropriate
safeguards are maintained to manage identified risks and protect customers who require targeted protection.

2. Strengthening family violence protections and clarifying obligations for retailers selling to
customers in embedded networks

PLUS ES supports extending consumer protections, including family violence and life support protections, to
customers in embedded networks on risk, equity and proportionality grounds, recognising that customers may
face similar levels of vulnerability regardless of their supply arrangement. Protections should therefore be
aligned to customer need rather than the structure of the energy delivery model.

From an enforcement and compliance perspective, we consider that reforms present an opportunity to improve
consistency while reducing unnecessary regulatory burden and cost. Clear and enforceable code obligations,
supported by well-defined information-sharing protocols and accountability mechanisms across retailers,
embedded network operators, metering providers, DNSPs and their field staff, would support more efficient
compliance and monitoring outcomes.

Establishing direct communication pathways between accountable parties, rather than reliance on
intermediaries, can reduce the cost of regulatory burden by removing duplication, minimise the risk of
inadvertent disclosure, and lower operational complexity. A streamlined, risk-based framework would support
effective protection delivery while enabling the ESC to achieve compliance and enforcement objectives in a
more efficient and least-cost manner.

3. Protections for consumers with secondary meters

PLUS ES supports the ESC’s objective in reviewing the relevant codes of practice following the implementation
of the AEMC'’s rules introducing flexible trading arrangements and metering SSPs. We recognise the
importance of ensuring regulatory settings remain fit for purpose as new market frameworks are implemented.

However, PLUS ES considers that extending full customer protection obligations to SSPs may be
disproportionate to the risks involved and provide the following for the ESC’s considerations:

¢ Nature of the flexible trading framework -

o SSPs are settlement constructs, not physical connection points, and operate solely for market settlement
purposes;

o The customer associated with an SSP is the same legal entity as the customer at the primary connection
point; SSPs do not introduce a new or distinct customer cohort; and

o Participation in flexible trading arrangements is voluntary and opt in, with customers electing to participate
to access potential market efficiencies;



o Settlement-only function of SSPs -

o SSPs do not control physical supply, and the concepts of de-energisation and re-energisation do not
apply. That is, the principles of de-energisation is potentially equivalent to pulling the plug from a wall
socket;

o An SSP may be made active or inactive for settlement purposes, however an inactive SSP does not imply
that the underlying load is de-energised - only that it is not participating in market settlements;

o The primary meter at the connection point remains the focus of supply, safety controls and core
consumer protections; and

o Consistent with this design, remote de-energisation and re-energisation is not mandated for secondary
meters;

e Customer responsibility and market efficiency -

o The flexible trading framework places appropriate onus and incentive on customers to take active steps
where they seek to participate and realise market efficiencies; and

o This customer-led model reflects informed choice and supports efficient market outcomes without
mandating participation or imposing obligations on non-participating customers; and

e Market transparency and information flows -

o Market transparency between participants at the SSP and the primary connection point is not readily
available by default, and information is not automatically visible or synchronised between roles;

o Inits determinations, AEMO has assumed a framework where the customer, being the common role at
the site, retains responsibility for ensuring relevant information is communicated between the primary and
secondary Financially Responsible Market Participants (FRMPs); and

o This reinforces the voluntary nature of SSP participation and the importance of customer-led
coordination.

In this context, we consider it appropriate that the onus and incentive? remain with customers to take active
steps to participate in SSP-enabled arrangements where they seek to access market efficiencies and
value-adding services. Extending prescriptive customer protection obligations to SSPs risks introducing
additional cost, complexity and compliance burden without a commensurate increase in consumer benefit, and
may undermine the efficient operation of voluntary flexible trading frameworks.

A proportionate, risk-based approach that recognises the settlement-only function of SSPs, the customer-led
information model, and their relationship to the primary connection point would better support market efficiency,
innovation and informed customer participation, while ensuring that core consumer protections remain
appropriately anchored to the primary supply arrangement.

4. Improving communications with customers during power outages

In considering retailer obligations in relation to customer contact details, PLUS ES recommends that the ESC
have regard to the practical and evolving nature of customer behaviour and expectations. Customer contact
details are inherently fluid, and secondary contact person details may not always be available, appropriate or
acceptable to the account holder, particularly for business or multi-site customers.

PLUS ES cautions against prescriptive requirements such as time-based reviews of customer contact details
(for example, annual verification), which are likely to impose additional operational cost and burden without a
commensurate consumer benefit. This is particularly relevant in an environment of heightened concern about
spam, data privacy and mistrust of unsolicited contact from service providers. A proportionate, risk-based
approach that leverages existing B2B processes and obligations® and customer-initiated updates would better
balance customer outcomes, data protection considerations and least-cost regulatory objectives.

2 Customer incentivisation mechanisms may be appropriate within flexible trading arrangements. This could include, for example, FRMPs
applying differentiated tariffs to secondary meters or making SSPs inactive for settlement purposes to support market efficiency. Such
approaches appropriately reflect the customer-dependent nature of SSP participation and the voluntary, opt-in design of the framework.

3 Requiring retailers to update service providers as customer details change





