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About Shell Energy in Australia

Shell Energy provides the energy businesses and househalds need tor taday and tomorrow

A generationrbacked trader and energy retailer, Shell Enargy powers businesses and homesand acts as a
-::c:ltni',-st tar chunga to pos:tweh,' impact Australia’s enargy future,

We provide electricity, gos, and innovative solutions for our custamers, complemented By aur pDrIfUIio of gos
fired peaking power stations and battery storage assels, which suppont energy security and reliability,

Shell Energy is Australia’s lorgest electricity retailer to commercial and industrial businesses, recognised for our

marketieoding customer service.! We ofter business electricity, gos, and smart energy solutians. Cur residentiol
business, Powershap, provides grester cheice and canlidence to housshelds and small businesses to help them
take control of thelr energy through multiple energy plan optians and digital toals,

General Comments

Shell Energy welcomes the oppertunity to provide leedback to the Essential Services Commission Victeria (ESC)
consultation on Stage Twao of the Energy Retal Code of Practice {'the Code'| Consumer Reforms (the Reforms),

Shell Energy supports the ESC's initiatives to amend the Code to address harms to Victorian consumers, clarfy
or update unclear obligations, and further support consumeass experiencing vulnercbility We censider clearly
defined and consistent requitements allow retailers to more effectively address consumer needs.

We encourage the ESC to undertake evidence-based, targeted regulatary reform that delivers demonstrable net
benefits to consumers, Regulotory changes should be pursued with o strang emphasis on practical
implementation, carefully designed from the outset to prevent unnecessary disruption and ensure effectiveness.
We consider that chonges to the Code should not be made withaut clear justification and should be guided by
core principles and rebust evidence. Consistent with good regulatory practice, proposals must be propoitionate,
present a cleat rationale underpinned with o clear problem definition, supparted by data and be specifically
tailored to address identified issues or qops. Indeed, pc:n:\r|'f turgetad. SXCessive or an undue regu|c:ton,r burden
con undermirie productivity by increasing compliance costs, diverting resaurces from innovation and service

improvemants,

Shell Energy 1= concemed that the current poce, velume, and hogmentation of refarms across different
|u1i5dict|u3n5 are genefating slgnih:clnt system and process costs. This has resultad in repeated system overheuls

Utility AMarkat Inteligence |LIBI] surey of large cammetcial and industrial elecincity customers of major elactricity retalas,
Includirg ERM Pawer [now known as Shell Ernsrgy] by independent rezearch compeny NTF Grosp in 2011-202]

Shell Energy Cparations Pry i, Llevel 30, 275 George Strest, Brishane Gld 4000 GRO Box 7152, Brisbone Glg 4001
ABN 28 122 259 227 Phone +61 7 3020 5100 Fax+61 7 32206110 shellenergy comau
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within shortened and inconsistent timeframes (‘va—-"i‘?f,J espurceas from innovation and improvemeants in customer
outcomes. Accordingly, 1elorm eltarts should tocus on hermomisation and alignment, eliminate redundant of

outdated requirements, avoid excessively prescriptive “tick-box” obligations, and provide adequote lead times to
mitigate compliance risks, In our view, toa many retail retam proposals ore being advanced without 4 H clent

evidence ol impact, relying Instead on untested and speculative assumptions. Additional regulations ndd

operational complexity and add te customer contusion. We believe ESC should ensure new rules do not create
| 4 | P

unintended consequences |including cusiomer contusion relating to competing or overlapping rules|, Importantly

tecent retarms should be given the chance to piQy cut ana De evOil ited against eirinte ded outceme betare

further changes are made

A‘ | 4 { |
T”\A‘F.l," l,"lf‘I-I(‘J'."I\’:":" ns Qre especially 'Hll:"'."ll Ior vuineraole customers, inciuging those “;"{::"l‘d oy Iomily vioience
of dependant on lite suppon, s ambiguity and rushed chonge can directly increase customer risk

Recommendation Summary

Relevant Section Recommendations

_Pncntise targeted, evidence-bosed reform and harmonisation

Strengthen family viclence protections, but design them to be practical and
proportionate

Design First Nations initiatives through co-design and culturally safe practice
Avoid layering a parallel regime over secondary meters/flexible trading unless an
evidence gop Is proven

Require distributors to publish core customer information on gas disconnection ond
abolishment

Do not mandate refailer collection/maintenance of secondary outage contacts
Do not opp|y active “assistance plan” constructs after account closure

Remove outdated publication requirements

Do not amend the Code to “clorily” that retailers must comply with complaint
procedures in practice, absent evidence of a specific compliance gop

Enoble multi-site business aggregation so Ports 2-6 do not opply where
nggregated consumption exceeds thresholds

Sel realistic timing and implement new abligations no earlier than end-2027, with
earlier commencement only where consolidating or remaving requirements
Amend the Code and Guideline to give retailers the option of greater flexibility to
display their customers” voluntary emissions reductions on their customers’ energy
bill should retailers choose to do so

Request the ESC lo continue to explore omendments to the Deemed Best Offer
obligations under clause 110(1) of the Code, to better align these requirements

ith existing bill issuance obligations,

Request removal of 63(1}[p| of the Code related to bill benchmarking.

Our submission below elaborates on these key themes and concerns

Shell Energy remains committed to wotking collaboratively

¢ and welcomes the oppartunity to meet with the ESC

to turther & ngage on this topic [t vou have ony questons or wou d like turther details reloting te this submission

;}‘E—:-]HH 2o TFJ“' _
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Yours sincerely,

libby Hawker
Generol Manager - Regulatory Affoirs and Compliance
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Family Violence protections

Shell Energy is suppottive of strengthening family vialence protections; howeaver, reforms must be designed and
implemented in a practical and propartionate manner. Propesals mcluded in the Cansultation Paper risk being
difficult to operuiloncil’se and, in certain circumstances, moy inudvanenﬂ\,,-' increase the sk of ham. Whils
opprapriate staff training is supported, expectations should remain within the reasonable skills, roles and
copobilities of agents.

We would encouroge the ESC to update their Better Practices Guidsline” to provide practical quidance tor
retailers on engaging F‘c:mi|'rr viclence organisations to dasign and dellver training pnckﬂges. This could include
recommending praferred providers who the ESC have identilied can provide training to mast appropriately
prepare retailers ta support affected customers,

First Nations consumers

Shell Energy supports initiatives to improve outcomes ter First Nations consumers and encourages the ESC to
align reforms with refevant national frameworks (including the National Indigenous Consumet Strategy - Current
Action Plan] . We also encourage the ESC to ensure measures are guided by First Mations communities,
culturelly sate, and co-designed to deliver clear, evidence-based improvements in customer cutcomes.

Clarification is sought an what consultation has been undertaken with First Nations consumers to identify the
specific issues being experienced, and how o seltidentification requirement would address those issues and
improve customer cutcomes. We strongly encaurage the ESC to ensure any collection and use-of First Nations
identification information isaligned to the Privoey Act 1988 [Cth| and Australian Privacy Principles’ s sensitive
personal data, veluntary, purpasedimited and supparted by culturally safety and dota governance
arrangements, This may Include informed consent, dota minimisation, access contrals, retantion limits, and clear
arrangemants for deadentification and reporting, however this should be informed by consultation with First
Mations communities,

Secondary meters and flexible trading

Shell Energy considers that Victoria already has o mature censumer protection framework, supported by sxisting
anergy regulation and the Australian Consumer law |including protections relating to misleading conduct,
consumer quarantees and dispute pothways), ond the ESC should be coutious about loyering o second, parallel
regime over on emerging product closs.

Sound regulatery policy development should start with purpose, and evidence discipline: what hams are
occurring, where current low is failing, ond whether the net benefit is positive, not assume by detault that on
activity should be regulated. Shell Energy therefore supports targeted, evidence-based protections lor secondary
meters and llexible trading only where a genuine gop is demanstrated. We do not support duplicotive or overly
prescriptive abligations thal add cost and complesity without o dear consumer benelit.

Owerregulation can harm customers indirectly through reduced chioice and slower Cansumer Energy Resources
|CER] bengfits. For example:

»  Requiring the full Part 4 marketing obligations for every secondary settlement point {55F] tariff can
drive repeated, layered disclasures [primary plan plus add-on plan plus device terms| that confuse

7 Family violenca resources for businesses | Essentol Sernces Commission
! Current Action Plan - Maticna! Indigenous Consumer Strategy
* Chapter 5: APP 5 Matitication of the collaction of persenalintarmation | GAIC
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and averwhelm customers, making it harder 1o understand which usoge /cost relates to which
settlement point and increasing complainls and disputes.

s Overprescriptive "one size fits all” requirements can preduce billing and disputes around whether
secondary settlement data comes rom new meter fypes o device-based measurement. Importing
legocy “meter read"” constiucts without tailoring also increases the risk of technical noncampliance
and disputes, which shows up to consumers os unclear bills, contested charges and longer
resolution times,

» Constraining practical operational responses can degrade customer outcomes. |f retailers cannot
mova customers off secondary tariffs when metering is unavailable, Invalid or inaccessible, retailers
moy be torced to carry unbilled energy or setile using unrelicble doto, which risks inoccurate or
disputed oulcomes for customers and undetmines canfidence in the praduct.

Shell Energy cansiders that Imposing heavy or prescriptive obligations In a valurtary, lowiptake market risks
deterring retailers trom offering SSP/secondary tarffs ot oll, reducing cansumer choice and delaying CER
beneliti—an outcame contrary to the reform intant. Shell Energy considers that settings that effectively prohibit
S5P /device isalation can undermine the commercial and sofety /technical management lagic of secendary
arrangements [which are designed Lo enable separate tariffs and service offerings), again pushing retailers to
avaid cfi&ring :‘Jrc\dutts that could otherwise deliver talored customer value.

We recommend thot the ESC not progress this proposal ot this stage. Shell Energy remains committed o
working constructively with the ESC to ensure any reforms ore torgeted, aligned and implementation-eady, and
to ovoid outcomes that inadvertently undermine innavation or custamer understanding in this emerging market.

Gas disconnection and abolishment

Shell Energy supports measures to improve customer understanding of gas disconnection and abolishment,
noting that customers often seek clear explanations of the dilferences between the two sevices, associated
costs and timehames, any angoing network or Etnnding churgas and the :mphu:c:tjans tar future reconnection,

T reduce confusion and ensure consistent outcomes, Shell Energy considers distributers sheuld lead the
development and publication of customerfacing information requirements for disconnection and obolishment
lincluding definitions, indicative costs and limeframes, angeing charges and reconnection implications). Retailer
processes and scripts can then be dligned to those distributer cbligatians, with retallers directing customers 1o
distributor wehsites for spec'rﬁc or technical imformation to ensure Consistancy and CLITERCY.

Power outage communications

Shall Energ':,.l does not support a mi;'mdl:rtnr';,- rquJ!rE.".rﬂEFlt for retailers to collect and malntain secnndm'-l,-' confact
details for pawer outage ond emergency communications. Mandaotory collection is dispropertionote to the
policy objective, risks causing harm in some circumstances, and misallocates responsibility between distributors
and ratailars

While it is proposed that secondary contact details would be used axclusively by distributors for outage and
emergency communications, the collaction, consent managemert, storage, updating and associoted liability
would sit with retailers. This creates o structural mismateh: retailers would bear the compliance; privacy ond
systems burden lor doto they do not operationally use or contral, while distributors derive the grimary benelit
free of risk and costimpasition. As a matter of principle, obligations should sit with the party that uses and relies
on the data; where additional contact detals ore needed far emergency response, a distibutor or government
ied Gpprouch 5 mote-appropriate and, assigmng this ::Drnp|ic:nce risk to retailersis neither eflicient nor
equitable,
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Secondary contoct doto alse Intreduces thirdparty personal infarmation inte retailer systems, triggering
additional consent requirements, additional processas and elevating privacy risks, This could olso lead o
heightaned family vielence risks where nominated household contacts are unsafe or inappropriate and could
increase the likelihood of Inodvertant disclasure of sensitive customer status. We are concemed that secondary
contact detalls would also tigger secondary collection obligations under the Frivacy Act 1998 Tor retailers.
Under the Australion Privacy Principle 5%, recipients of o secondary contoct's personal information, must take
tecsonable steps to notify the secondary contact of prescribed matters including clroumstances ond purpose of
callection, accass and canection rights and Privacy Policy information either at the time of collection or as saon
as practicable allerwards, This imposes considerable regulatory requirements and opsational challenges on
smaller retailars.

Finally, mandating collection does riot guarantee that the information will be usable or current during
emergencies, particularly where the secandary contoct s unaware, they have been nominated or has since
disengaged. Accordingly, we recammend that the ESC not progiess this proposal and instead waork with
distributors and governmant to develop o more appropnate approach.

Customers with closed accounts

The payment dificulty frameweork and ossociated assistance standards are fundamentally designed to pricritise
the cantinuity of energy supply, Once an accaunt s clased, the retailer no langer supplies the customer and the
customer therefore foces na risk of loss of supply it cutstanding amounts are not repaid. The debt cannot
increase, and the retailer has limited recourse if repayment does not socur

In practice, there (s no incentive tor a retailer to unwind an existing payment arrangament for a closed account.
However, it remalns an important principle that customers are accountable for legitimate debts owed. In this
context, Shall fnerg",r does not consider that thers is o clear FIDhI.';‘f basis for extanding additional "pfot&ctiu::-ns" fo
cusiomers with closed occounts

Mare broadly, Shell Energy encourages the ESC to clearly articulate the specific harm this proposal Is intended
to address in respect of closed accounts; noting that former customers are not Expc:sed to retailered
disconnection risk: In our view, turgeted and Imp|emantc||::r|a Dbhgutinnﬁ tocused on customers cu:tl'uﬁhl repaying
arrears will better support repoyment outcomes, withaut creating unnecessary cl:-mpfexity or unintended
consequences, including custamers carrying unpaid debt from retailer to retailer,

Tariff publication and administrative changes

Shell Energy supports removing the obligation to publish tarff and administrative notices in newspapers.
Mewspapar publication is ng langer an effective or progertionate mechanism for notitying consumers, given
current customer engagement channels and the woy customers typically occess tarift information. This is also
cansistant with the broader direction taken by regulators and govemments, who have moved away fram
newspuper—bmed |:|:J|:|||c-::|t|-:::n reguirements. Equivcﬂent NEWSDaDET pul:ii'rshmg c:bhgntiﬂns hewve been removed
from the MNational Energy Lows, and Victoria should align with that contemporary approach,

Removing the obligation weuld reduce regulatory cost and administrative burden without reducing consumer
protections, noting that minimum notice requirements would continue ta apply through mare suitable channels.

We also invite the ESC to remove gozettal requirements; noting the same policy rationole applies where
equivalent notice cutcomes can be achieved thraugh more modem and occessible channels,

¥ Chapter 5: APP 5 Matitication of the collaction of persenalintirmation | GAIC
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Complaint handling

Shell Energy supports reforms that strengthen complaint handling and dispute resolution in a way that delivers
eftective, fair and timely outcomes for customers, while remaining proctical, proportionate and aligned across
regulatory frameworks.

However, Shell Ernergy does not consider it necassary to amend the Code to clarity that retailers (ond
responsible persons) must comply with thelr complaints and dispute resolution procedures in proctice (as distinet
fiom developing and publishing them|, nar to introduce additional prescription ta clarby. or standardise complaint
recorgkeeping and retention requirements, in the absence ofa clearly demanstrated problem. Further recent
changes ta Include the Energy Ombudsman number on the first page of customer's bills means that o third party
is avallable to direct the customer back to the retaller so correct procedures are followed. Indeed, retailers
already face strong compatitive, commercial and reputational incentives to resclve customer complaints
promptly and effectively, including to avoid escalation to the Ombudsman and the associated costs and
consequences.

Shell Energy considers comglaint handling obligations should remain cutcome-focused (including resolution,
fairness and transparency| and ovoid rigid, processheavy prescriptions that risk driving “checkthebox”
complance activity without improving customar experience or allowing oppropriote lailofing to customer
circumstances and vulnerability. If further prescriptive requirements are proposed en the basls that retailers are
nal \ta::'lh:\wmg their cwn PFDI:E'dUFEE, the ESC should set out the evidence bose for that conclusion and |:|1=_fl:::|r|'y
||:|En!i['l,f the SPEEIHE n:-::rnphr:lnce gap being !-:::rgetad.

Aggregation of multi-site business customers

Shell Energy hos lang advocated for amendments to the Code which would provide for multisite business
customers by allowing them the choice of aggregating their load to be recognised as large consumars. Multisite
business customers are sephisticated, often tender/procurement-diiven. and benelit from consolidated killing
and bespoke occount management; therelore, applying mass market protections to them is misdirected and
olten crestes unnecessary customet comploints

The absence of an overarching oggregation mechanism in the ERCOF sits awkwardly alongside the National
Energy Retail Rules {MERR), which axprassly contemplate and enoble a more practicable approach to multisite
customers. Shell Energy is keen to see that the regudotions in Victorio do not couse inefficiencies, imegularities
and inconsistencies across |urisdictions, and poor senvice delivery to Victarion multisite business custorners, who
olten have sites across vanous stotes, As a result ol the curent provisions of the Code, a business customer with
multiple sites must be treated as a small customier in relation to any site or connection paint [NMI| that consumes
less than 4A0MWh per annum - this may manifest in various situations, for example, o water company with a
supply point for a small pump, a school gym which has its own metered MNM| separate from the main campus or
a large corporate customer with varicus individug! small sites, Compliance with the Code results in the provision
of unnecessary and unwantad information to these customers, which adds to the cost ond complexity of
preconiractual engogement, billing, and notifications

Shell Energy considers that a simple solution would be amendments largely centred arcund definitions and
clarilications, which are low risk-and should be straightferward far retailers to implement, os they primarily
confirm how multisite business customers can be classified and treated under the Code. This approgch would
also improve jurisdictional cansistency by aligning Victoria's setiings with the national framewark, including the
agaragolion cancept in Part 5 of the MNERR.

We recommend the ESC look to incorparate a pravision in the Code which allows business customers who
walld otherwise be identified as small sites, to aggregete their consumption levels to be higher than the upper
consumption threshald for small customers. For example,
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Parts 28 finclusive) af this Code do not apply in relation o a small business customer whers:

o/ the small business customer is pary io o market retoil contract in respect of more thon ane
premises;

&) the small business customer is or would be a small customer in relation to at least one of those
premises: and

¢ the aggregote of the sctual or estimated annual cansumption level of the premisas under the
market retalf contract is higher than:

(il in the case of electricity - the upper consumption threshold provided for in an Order
made under section 35(5) of the Flecticity Industry Act

fil i the case of gas - the upper consumption threshold provided for in an Ordar n_md:'f.'
under section 42(5) of the Gas Indlustry Act

Shall Energy considers this simple addition would meke it clear that Parts 2 to & of the Cade do not apply to
oggregated business customers. Contractual arrangements and pricing structures [or these customars are not
typical of mass market customers In that we offer bespoke arangements to cater for their individual
circumstances. Service to this cohort invalves ::rnu|':.-'5mg ther usdge prufi|ﬁ and tl:u|-:::nr|ng O Ericing pcckcge that is
best suited to their needs across their sites’ conrection paints. We propase to continue to apply Parts 7 to 10 of
the Code relating to family viclence, life support provisions and disconnection given the impartance of these
cansumer protections, This s olso consistant with the spproach of the MNatianal Energy Custamer Framework,

Simllﬂfh‘) WE B th][ ﬂ"lEEE COnSumes FF[O[EL_.tiDI'IS dﬂ&lgl’lﬂd FDF M55 mﬂTkET cCustomears 'S‘I'!-Dul'd not '{]DP'"," WthE
the: customer has elected for 0 commercial arrangement which providas greoter banafits of baspc:-lcm ogreaments
and contracting processes. Indeed, the process and protections at the singlesite residential level is inherently
different to that of an enterprise, and it is clear that small and medium enterprises, multisite or otherwise, who are
commanly represented by dedicated intemal resources such as procurement managers or linancial teoms, are
not the intended largets of the corsumer protectiong.

As such, Shell Energy recommends that this ssue be addressed through o simple clarfication in the Code and
thot the ESC supparts consistency with NECF, ensuring that cansumer protections reforms are only relevant to
mass markat residential end business customers

Embedded network customers

Shell Energy supports equitable cofsumer protections in principle, but we da not support the blanket extension
al retailer obligations to embeddad network customers where relallers do not have o direet contractual or
sperational relationship with the end-use customer. Rather, targeted protections should be consigered for
customers who can't access competition (typical exempt seller/ENG scenarios) so that contestable authorised
retailar supply isn't unintertionally captured,

We consider thot consumer pralections must be role-oppropriole, proportienate, and eractically implementable,
and must not impose obligation: on parties that lack the ability to deliver them. While customers in embedded
netwarks should recelve comparable protections to standard retall customers, we consider obligations should sit
with the party that has coniral, visiility, and customer cantact (e.g., exempt seller / ENG / embedded network
operator], not be mechanically copied from the stendard retaill model,

Wheis a tetailer suppligs erergy o an embedded netwark operatar rather than the end-use customer, he
retailer hos no direct rElCIUE-I'Iil".ip with the customer, no |:||:|i|i1':..r (a3 veri?\,,-' custamer citcumstancas, and cannol
safely or lowfully administer sensitive protections such as family vislence supports. Extending retaller-level
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obligations in these circumstances creates material and unwarkable complionce risk without delivering
meaningful customer protections. Consumer protections for embedded netwark customers should be structured
based on practical responsibility and capability, rather than simply minroring the standard retall model. This
appreach helps prevent the misallocation of abligations, which can lead to greater regulatary burdens,
increased risk, and the appearance of protection witheut correspanding advantages for customers,

We also censider that multisite customers should be excluded fram these provisions as there is a significant
diflerence between muliisite customers who are 'an markel and hove competitively chosen o licenced retailer
albeit within on embedded network, ond o stondard embedded nebwerk customer,

Opportunities for reducing costs and regulatory burden

Shell Energy considers that frequent, fragmented regulatory reforms increase system casts for retailers,
pu::rticu||:|r|~,-' smaller cnes, hindsnng competition, pmductiuit',r and divartlng resources from innovation and
customer service. Shal Enarg':,i supperts E|In‘|ir1c:ting redundant or ﬂmundmg requirements that no |Dr|gar add
vaalue, provide customer benefits or mest customer needs. Retailers cannat sustain the cumulative impact of rising.
compliance costs indefinitely; ultimately, these are unavoidably possed to consumers through higher prices, less
flexible sewvice, or reduced investment in innovation.

We encourage the ESC to consult with industry on any administrative changes to the Code to unsure ne
urintended consequences accur, Wa also encourage hetter clignmant with the Mational Energy Customer
Framewark.

Greenhouse Gas Disclosure Guidelines

Clouse 64(1)|o| of the Cade requires retallers to include greenhouse gas informatian on electricity customer bills
as pal The Guideline. Electricity Industry- Greanhouse Gas Disclosure on Hectricity Customers Bllls (the
Guideline)*,

Shell Energy is requesting amendments to the Code and the Guideline to give retailers the option of greatar
Hexibility to display their small and large customers’ voluntory emissions reductions an their customers’ energy bill
|far example within the Graenhouse Gas Emissions graph, should retailers choose to do s, This would create a
regulatory envirgnment in Victona that keeps poce with customer activity, supperts innavation and alternate
services, and allows emission reduction eflons to cump|emen'l energy consumptian.

Shell Erergy does not propose making this o mandatory requirement but rather suggests It as an option for
retailers to offer to customers whao want evidence of their emissions reduction effarts shown on their energy bill, if
they want it and it their product allows lor it. This is o request we have had from multiple customers wha wish ta
their bills to reflect o mars aecurate display of their emission Impact. At present, i a customer asks for their
voluntary surrenders of |GCs to be reflected on the Greenhouse Gas Emissions graph, we cannat fulfill this
request because It would breach the Code. We belisve this creates a poor customer experience, especially
since providing such information poses no harm to the customer, As such, we propose thot the Code and the
Guideling be amended to provide fexibility for retollers to display customers’ voluntory emissions reductions on
their customers’ enargy bill '

Additionally, Shell Energy request removal of 63{1||p) of the Code related to bill benchmarking as this is no
longer required for NECF bills ond the data provided by the AER tor this requirement is ne longer updated.”

" Guideline: Gresnhouse Gas Disclosure an Eledricity Customers! Bills | Essentinl Servicas Commission
" Blectricity Consumptinn Benchmarks | AEMC
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Alignment of frequency for issuing of bills and compliance with deemed best offer
obligations

Shell Energy encourages the Commission o continue explaring amendments to the Deemed Best Offer
obligations under clause 110(1] of the Code, to better align these requirements with existing bill issuance
Dhllgﬂtiﬂl’ls Elrld rE‘dUCE' LUNNECessany TE_gLIlCItDr'r’ burdan.

In its June 2024 consultation, the Commission identified o lock of alignment between the hequency of Deamed
Best Ofter cammunications with the frequency af billing. This misalignmert remains a material issue. While the
Code does not contain an explicit requirement for retallers to issue o bill for a Market Retall Contract at least
every three manths for electricity of four manths for gas; retailers are nonstheless required to provide o Deemed
Best Offer an a bill or bill summary within those tmeframes.

As o result, retailers may be exposed to technical non<compliance with the Deemed Best Offer obligations in
circumstances where there is a genuine or unavoidable delay in issuing o bill to o customer (for example, due to
meter data delays ar system issues) even when those delays are otherwise accepted under the Code. This
creates compliance risk thot is not prapertionate to customer harm and drives additional cperation complexity
without delivering any odditional consumer benefit.

Shell Energy considers that introducing greater Hexibility in the Deemed Best Offer ramework by more closely
aligning the Deemed Best Offer timing requirements with bill issuance would reduce complexity, improve
regulatory clarity, allewing retallers lo manoge situations that couse delays in billing more effectively. This cauld
be done by an express clarification in the rules that the Deemed Best Offer message timeframes enly apply
where a bill or bill summary is issued in the relevant period,

Implementation

Shell Energy recommends that any implementation of additional etligations ecour no earlier than the end of
2027 The ESC has indicated that thair final decision is anticipated in Septembar 2026, Shell Energy baliaves it
would be impractical to implement additional changes an ar near this date, particularly when system ar
operational medifications are required to comply with new regulations. However, consideration could be given
to eaflier implementation timings f abligations were being consalidated o removed.

\We ask that the FSC cansider timeframes ralating to ather regulatory and compliance changes, as these can
affect o retailer’s ability to deliver projects-and implament competing regulatary priorities. We therefore suggeast
extending the implementation periad by ot least ene year, enobling retailers to better serve customers under ony
new regulatory requirements,
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