AUSNET SERVICES, JEMENA, CITIPOWER, POWERCOR AND UNITED ENERGY

VICTORIAN ELECTRICITY
FUTURE FORUM:
HOUSEHOLD NETWORK
PRICING, 18 APRIL 2018

VICTORIAN ELECTRICITY FUTURE FORUM: HOUSEHOLD NETWORK PRICING, 18 APRIL 2018

AUSNET SERVICES, JEMENA, CITIPOWER, POWERCOR AND UNITED
ENERGY
VICTORIAN ELECTRICITY FUTURE FORUM: HOUSEHOLD NETWORK
PRICING, 18 APRIL 2018
Date:

26/06/2018

Prepared By:

Luke Brown

Page 2 / 28

VICTORIAN ELECTRICITY FUTURE FORUM: HOUSEHOLD NETWORK PRICING, 18 APRIL 2018

Executive Summary
This report summarises the participant comments and key insights from a forum hosted by the five
Victorian electricity distribution network businesses (Victorian electricity distributors) on 18 April
2018. This second forum – and an initial forum on 1 November 2017 – was part of the Victorian
electricity distributors’ collective approach to collaboration with important stakeholders to explore
the future of household network pricing. The Victorian electricity distributors’ proposals for the
2021-25 regulatory period will be submitted to the Australian Energy Regulator (AER) in July 2019.
Those proposals will include network pricing that has been developed through this collaboration
process.
At the initial forum, a significant majority of participants said that some kind of change to network
pricing for Victorian households was either necessary or desirable, and in the interests of
consumers. Leading into the second forum, a report by global consultants The Brattle Group
(Brattle Report) articulated a top 5 objectives to guide the design of household network pricing
(based on the set of objectives devised by participants in the initial forum). These were:






Simplicity
Economic Efficiency
Adaptability
Affordability
Equity

The second forum commenced with a panel comprising representatives of The Brattle Group,
Energy Consumers Australia and Clean Energy Council and included three workshops:
1. Participants tackled the key question in The Brattle Report, “Should network pricing be
designed with retailers or consumers as the target audience?”, and concluded that network
pricing should be designed for the retailer with the consumer in mind. While different
participants were thinking different things when coalescing around this statement, it was
clear that the consensus view was that network businesses must propose tariffs that can
flow into retail offers that consumers perceive to be understandable and fair.
2. Consideration of network pricing options revealed strong interest in retail pricing structures
that consumers might find familiar. A majority supported the proposition that Victoria’s
electricity distributors should tend toward making network pricing efficient and complex
rather than inefficient and simple, and retailers should be responsible for ensuring that
simple pricing is available to the majority of consumers for whom that is very important.
3. Reflection on the rationale for complementary measures led to identification of a set of
measures that participants considered should be considered alongside any changes to
household network pricing. A majority of participants were most anxious to ensure that
changes to household network prices do not adversely impact vulnerable people – this was
expressed as genuine concern for the people in question and as concern for the political
reality that a community with existing low trust in the electricity industry will not support
changes that harm the vulnerable.
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Introduction
Thirty-three people from across the electricity sector came together on 18 April 2018 to discuss the
future of household network pricing in Victoria. All sub-sectors were represented at the forum, with
participants representing consumers, retailers, suppliers of new services and products, policymakers, regulators, other market bodies and the ombudsman. Importantly, a wide array of
consumer expectations was represented – from vulnerable consumers to early adaptors and the
majority of household customers in between.
The five Victorian electricity distributors conducted the forum as part of their collective approach to
designing household network pricing for the 2021-25 regulatory period.
This report summarises the participant comments and key insights from the forum.

CEO of Citipower Powercor and United Energy Tim Rourke welcoming participants

Background
Context
The Energy Consumers Australia Energy Consumer Sentiment Survey1 shows that, like
consumers in other jurisdictions in the National Electricity Market, Victorian households have:



1

very low confidence that the overall market is working in their interests;
low satisfaction with the value for money they receive from their electricity company; and
low appetite for complexity.
http://energyconsumersaustralia.com.au/projects/consumer-sentiment-survey/
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Essential Media polling data shows that:




many Australians are anxious about their cost of living2;
the most widely held economic concern for Australians is energy prices3; and
power companies experience low levels of trust4.

This situation of low confidence and high anxiety creates an environment where it is more difficult
to achieve community embrace of reform, even where that reform can be shown to place material
downward pressure on the thing driving the situation – in this case, households’ electricity bills.
The drivers for changes to household network prices are arguably becoming more pressing. In
simple terms, future aggregate network cost borne by Victorian households will be higher if a pair
of current market realities persist:
1. The gap between peak and minimum household demand continues to widen with growing
adoption of Air Conditioning and Rooftop Solar; and
2. Most people (even most of those worried about higher bills) aren’t perceiving material value
for money in new products and services that can shift their peak usage to other times of the
day, or in changing their own behaviours to shift their peak usage.
Conversely, Victorian households as a whole will pay less for their electricity network in the future if
there is a shift from the current traditional network pricing approach to a more cost-reflective
approach.
Because the drivers for change will continue to become more pressing, and despite the difficult
context, it is necessary that the Victorian electricity distributors develop household network pricing
proposals that deliver better outcomes for Victorian households in terms of costs, confidence, and
providing services that customers value.
This approach is consistent with the Victorian electricity distributors’ commitment to be customerfocused organisations, with strong relationships with the communities in which they operate.
The Victorian electricity distributors’ proposals for the 2021-25 regulatory period will be submitted
to the AER in July 2019. Those proposals will include network pricing that has been developed
through this collaboration process.
The current “opt-in” approach to cost-reflective household pricing has seen practically no consumer
take-up of the more cost reflective tariff types.

Initial forum on 1 November 2017
This second forum followed an initial forum on 1 November 2017, which involved a similar, and
largely overlapping, group of key stakeholders.
The initial forum kicked off a fresh approach on the part of the Victorian electricity distributors. One
that has brought together people representing the full range of entities with a stake in ensuring that
network tariffs are designed to meet the future needs of customers. This included the retail
electricity businesses that set the price structures and levels that consumers choose from, and
representatives of consumers of various kinds, businesses and organisations that help consumers

http://www.essentialvision.com.au/income-cost-living
http://www.essentialvision.com.au/concern-economic-issues
4 http://www.essentialvision.com.au/trust-in-industries-2
2
3
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manage their bills and electricity use. It has also included Government, regulators, other market
bodies and the ombudsman.
The initial forum kicked off a process to collaboratively develop the best way forward for network
pricing for Victorian households. No assumptions were made about particular new tariff structures,
or even whether a shift away from traditional flat network pricing for households was required.
Participants in the initial forum collaborated constructively to identify key drivers of change, and the
associated benefits and key challenges. A significant majority of participants in the initial forum
said that some kind of change to network pricing for Victorian households was either necessary or
desirable, and in the interests of consumers. Working together, participants came up with a set of
objectives to guide design of network pricing for Victorian households, and started exploring
complementary measures that could address key challenges.
At the conclusion of the initial forum, participants set down how they wished to be engaged moving
forward. They said the Victorian electricity distributors should keep momentum, and engage early,
often and together.

Brattle Group update on international developments in household network
pricing
In the period between the initial forum and this second forum on 18 April 2018, the Victorian
electricity distributors sought an update on international developments in household network
pricing from global consultants The Brattle Group (Brattle Report).
The Brattle Report took the list of objectives to guide design of network pricing for Victorian
households produced by participants at the initial forum (Figure 1), and articulated a top 5 (Figure
2).

Figure 1: Objectives for household network pricing design – Initial forum, 1 November
2017
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Figure 2: Objectives for household network pricing design – Brattle Report, April 2018

Trade-offs are required, and both networks and retailers have a role

In addition to presenting a preliminary assessment of pricing options, the Brattle Report identified a
threshold question:

Should network pricing be designed with retailers or consumers
as the target audience?

Second forum on 18 April 2018
The target outcomes of this forum were to:
1. Attempt to reach a broad common understanding of the situation and to agree on an
answer to the threshold question identified in the Brattle Report; and
2. Explore pricing options and complementary measures.
The Victorian electricity distributors also wanted to continue to build a coordinated collaboration
process that goes beyond informing regulatory proposals and pricing structures. Bringing together
a range of consumer and stakeholder perspectives to identify and develop changes that will ensure
better consumer outcomes is important. This collaboration process goes to the heart of what the
irreversible tide of change in Australian energy will actually mean for Victorian electricity
consumers. That is, what Victorian households will face in the first half of next decade and beyond,
in terms of:
1. their evolving electricity needs being met by services that they value; and
2. the form and cost of their electricity bills, as a core component of their household financial
situation.
In the forum, each table group had a facilitator from one of the distributors but, as was the case for
the initial forum, the focus was for the various representatives of the Victorian electricity distributors
present to listen to stakeholders’ perspectives. Representatives of retail and other competitive
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businesses were able to participate freely because the discussions were about the future in
general terms only. We stayed away from competitive retail pricing strategy.
Participants embraced the opportunity to:
1. share their unique experience and insights;
2. throw themselves into the workshop sessions without limiting their organisation’s future
room to move; and
3. recognise that everyone present bought a genuine interest in making things better not
worse, and thus be curious about where other people were coming from.
In welcoming participants, the CEO of Citipower, Powercor and United Energy, Tim Rouke,
articulated the imperative of change and the reality that a new approach to household network
pricing will only win endorsement if implementation is made easy for retailers and for the State
Government.
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Outcomes and insights from the forum sessions
Panel: Brattle Group, Energy Consumers Australia and Clean Energy Council
Purpose
To explain and answer questions about the Brattle Report, and to put forward perspectives on
pricing design.

Approach
Presentations followed by panel discussion with questions from forum participants.

Panelists Darren Gladman, Toby Brown and Lynne Gallagher taking questions

What panelists said
Dr Toby Brown, The Brattle Group








The same forces are driving change across the world – what varies is the relative importance
of those forces.
Variable charges do not reflect contribution to system costs.
As usage behavior diversifies, the global trend is toward a greater proportion of the bill being
non-usage charges.
Most experience of increased cost-reflectivity is in vertically-integrated utilities and/or networks
that charge end-customers directly – in Australia, consumer behaviour is influenced by retailer
plans, and by network pricing only to the extent that it drives retailer plans.
No pricing structure opimtises all objectives – trade-offs are inevitable (and that includes status
quo).
The Brattle Group recommends network tariff design targeted at retailers.
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Darren Gladman, Clean Energy Council





The Victorian Government will only embrace change if the industry presents a compelling story
of network pricing changes being accompanied by new services and technology that helps
people manage their usage and costs.
Retailer implementation is what will determine the stance of the Victorian Government.
Because most households don’t currently face a material incentive to invest in shifting their
load, there isn’t a mature industry ready to help households respond to all forms of cost
reflective pricing.

Lynne Gallagher, Energy Consumers Australia













The current state of play is an epic fail – significant generation and network capacity lies idle for
much of the year, output from solar is a waste product in the middle of the day, and electricity
has never been more expensive in real terms (including in Victoria).
A shift to cost-reflective pricing is necessary to enable the two-way grid – leaving network
pricing as it is means leaving demand response and distributed energy resources unrealised,
which would necessarily lead to failure to minimise network costs borne by consumers.
Cost-reflective retail offers need to be accompanied by opportunities for consumers to
monetise the flexibility of their usage (including load shifting and onsite peak generation).
Giving households the opportunity for consumers to shift their load and benefit from lower
prices most of the day and most of the year creates a better outcome for consumers (but
requires a safety net in place for “vulnerable consumers” that have peaky loads that can’t be
shifted).
Changes to network pricing will only be embraced if retailers innovate more and engage better.
When assessing the “impact” of changes, consumers of all kinds must be considered.
Retailers need to face mandatory cost-reflective tariffs to respond – one retailer response could
be to continue to offer flat plans but also offer demand response.
We should move toward charging retailers network costs on a more granular basis (where and
when), analogous to 5-minute settlement in the wholesale market.
The increasing political attractiveness of locational demand response could be useful to
achieving change.

Workshop 1: Should network pricing be designed with retailers or consumers
as the target audience?
Purpose
To answer the threshold question set out in the Brattle Report: Should network pricing be designed
with retailers or consumers as the target audience?

Approach
Each table worked together to reach a collective position on the five-point continuum shown in
Figure 3.
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Table 2 tackles Workshop 1

Figure 3: Workshop 1 Exercise

This followed a guided exercise:
1. Each participant expressed a preliminary view at their table.
2. Pairs of tables debated the question (Tables 1, 3 and 5 prepared and presented the case
for design for retailers; Tables 2, 4 and 6 prepared and presented the case for design for
consumers).
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3. Cases were prepared and assessed against the objectives for household network pricing
design (figure 2).
4. Each participant expressed a post-debate view with an individual dot in one colour.
5. Each table agreed on placement of a collective dot reflecting the table’s average view.

What participants said














As shown in Figure 4, all six tables favoured design of household network pricing with retailers
as the target audience. That this should be undertaken with customers in mind was a
proposition that received broad support.
Key arguments for design for retailers included:
 Most customers just want continued simplicity – if network tariffs are to be made more costreflective, more customers will continue to face the simplicity they want if retailers face cost
reflective network pricing and give customers options as to how they interact with those
cost reflective network prices (including simplification for the majority of customers who will
want that).
 Retailers are more innovative than distributors and have a better understanding of
customers’ needs (noting that an opposing view was also put forward – that some retailers
currently have limited incentive to bring innovative products to market).
 Design for retailers will create the biggest incentive for retailer innovation (although the
innovation disincentive within retailers will probably only be overcome if new network
pricing applies to all household customers).
 Retailers will face an ongoing and constant imperative through the five-year cycle to
consider product and service innovation in how they convey cost reflective network pricing
through to their customers.
One table rejected the premise of the question, and another reframed it as “Should network
pricing be levied on retailers or consumers?
There was strong support for the proposition that household network prices should be designed
for retailers with the customer in mind. While different participants no doubt were thinking
different things when coalescing around this statement, it was clear that the consensus view
was that network businesses must propose tariffs that will flow into retail offers that consumers
perceive to be understandable and fair.
Many would be concerned if highly economically efficient and complex network pricing was just
passed through to consumers.
One concern that was expressed about network pricing targeted at retailers was that retailers
would be unlikely to choose to engage in the fundamental reassessment of financial risk
associated with passing cost reflective network pricing through to their customers unless it
applied to all customers and carried a clear signal.
All three tables that were tasked with making a case for design for consumers as the audience
started with strong individual preliminary positions of support for design for retailers. All three
tables maintained that position at the end but less strongly, after focusing on the pros of design
for consumers and the cons of design for retailers.
It was assumed that design of household network pricing with consumers as the target
audience would be accompanied by itemisation of network pricing on the consumer bill.
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Figure 4: Workshop 1 Table outcomes

Key insights
 The Victorian electricity distributors have strong stakeholder support to proceed with designing
household network pricing with retailers as the audience. However, if the distributors took that
as a signal to just optimise for economic efficiency and leave balancing the other four objectives
to the retailers, cost-reflective network pricing is very unlikely to win the political support
necessary for implementation. Distributors should note:
1. If designed for retailers, household network prices must be designed with the customer in
mind – participants felt that design for retailers is the right approach but their comments
suggest that it can only work if:
a. distributors and retailers commit to an industry-wide implementation approach that
customers and the State Government can embrace; and
b. the new approach applies to all household customers and carries a sufficiently material
signal.
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2. Different stakeholders’ understanding of this broad approach varies. Some think it means to
charge the retailer the costs based on their portfolio. Others think it means to charge
retailers on an individual customer basis, based on those customers’ use of the network at
times of peak demand.
 While a strong majority favoured design with retailers as the audience, the upsides of design for
consumers and downsides of design for retailers should be addressed where possible.
Participants cited:
1. Ease of comparisons between retailers.
2. Greater transparency as it would just be a pass-through cost (based on assumption that
network costs would be itemised on the customer's bill)
3. Focusing on consumers would make the link between usage and customer bills clearer.
4. Without government intervention, there’s no way to be certain in advance how new
household network pricing targeted at retailers will manifest in consumer plans.

Workshop 2: Which pricing option best meets each objective?
Purpose
To better understand the pros and cons of specific pricing options and the trade-offs between
objectives for household network pricing design.

Approach
After a summary of five different network pricing options by Jemena Manager of Asset Regulation
Matthew Serpell (see figure 5), each table worked together to come to a table position on which
option would be preferable when balancing the objective of simplicity with one of the other four
pricing objectives in figure 2.

Table 3 contemplating pricing options
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Figure 5: Summary of five network pricing options
Demand subscription service

Time of use structure
20c/kWh

Usage

Top up
charge
Usage

Usage

5c/kWh

Fixed Charge

Time of day

Time of day

Time of day

Typical charge structure:
A peak usage band is created based on
typical demand patterns.
Customer nominates a peak usage band
($/day set at a particular peak level
Top up charge if customer exceeds
nominated amount
Comments:
- Similar to a phone cap plan

Typical charge structure:
$/day component
Peak c/kWh
Off-peak c/kWh
Variants
- Shoulder c/kWh

Typical charge structure:
$/day component
Comments:
- Homogenous customers all charged the same
amount

Critical peak pricing

Demand and customer count

Usage

Usage

2c/kWh

200c/kWh
or 2 c/kWh*

$/kW

Time of day
Typical charge structure:
$/customer/day
Peak demand charge ($/kW)
Comments:
- Peak at the network level or aggregate
customer level

Time of day
Typical charge structure:
$/customer/day
Peak c/kWh (called ~10 per year*)
Off-peak c/kWh
Comments:
- The peak period is typically short with
proportionality higher rates during this time

What participants said






In addition to tables 1-4 being allocated one of the other pricing objectives each, tables 5 and 6
chose to examine balancing simplicity with adaptability and affordability respectively.
Any of the five basic structures outlined could be applied as a network price designed with
retailers as the target audience.
A majority supported the proposition that Victoria’s electricity distributors should tend toward
making network pricing efficient and complex rather than inefficient and simple, and retailers
should be responsible for ensuring that simple pricing is available to the majority of consumers
for whom that is very important.
Tables’ conclusions are set out in table 1.
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Table 1: Workshop 2: Summary of key out-takes from tables
Balanced
Table objectives of
simplicity and…

1

2

3

4

5

Economic
efficiency

Adaptability

Affordability

Equity

Adaptability
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Favoured pricing
structure*

What participants said**

Demand subscription
service (DSS)

 Simplicity must be assumed to be
through the lens of the consumer
 DSS is analogous to pricing structures
for many existing services, e.g. phone
and internet, so possibly helpful to
leverage existing consumer
understanding of those pricing structures
 DSS would need to come with an ability
to notify customers before they exceed
their band or soon after
 Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) most
economically efficient (ie cost-reflective)
but least simple; fixed charges the
opposite
 TOU offers flexibility in balancing
efficiency and simplicity

Demand subscription
service

 DSS clear winner on simplicity compared
to CPP and Demand + Customer Count,
and runs close second to CPP on
adaptability
 CPP has key communication challenges
in terms of timing and whether peak is
local or system
 Concern that Demand + Customer count
could be relatively difficult for smaller
retailers and thus entrench market power
of large gentailers

No clear winner

 Demand structures relatively simple
compared to CPP; hard to separate
structures on affordability
 Depends on what retailer does with price
signal

Demand + customer
count

 Concern that CPP is most complex and
could cause price shocks that damage
equity
 If faced with CPP network prices, to what
extent might retailers just hedge more of
their wholesale risk rather than innovate?

No clear winner

 CPP is highly adaptable to technology
developments and is better for people
who can and do choose to respond to
the price signal by shifting their usage
 Strong interest in DSS
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Balanced
Table objectives of
simplicity and…

6

Affordability

Favoured pricing
structure*

What participants said**

No clear winner

 Feeling that DSS brings lower risk of bill
shock and give retailers greater cost
certainty, allowing more room for retailer
innovation
 Simpler for consumers when costs are
stable across the year
 Different fixed charges for different
people is difficult
 CPP works for business but its
unpredictability creates overwhelming
affordability issue unless some
consumers can be shielded

*

The structures listed column 3 should be seen as indicative of interest rather than strong
preference. Some tables considered all of the broad structures presented to the forum, other
tables a subset, while others also considered alternative options.
** Many of the comments in column 4 reflect broader discussion rather than comparison of
specific objectives.

Key insights








There was a notably high level of interest in what DSS might look like and be able to achieve.
It was apparent that support for DSS was based on a sense that customers would understand
the structure because it would be familiar. This was encapsulated in this statement by a
participant: “It’s like internet plans. They’ve already done some of the education for us.”
It was not necessarily clear that participants had a strong shared understanding of this
structure.
Participants sent a strong signal that DSS should be explored but that signal was probably one
meant more for retailers than for distributors. It was likely that many who expressed interest in
DSS were actually saying that they would be amenable to retail offers based on this structure.
For a group of people who had only an hour earlier said they favoured design of network tariffs
targeted at retailers, to then favour a network pricing option put forward as one targeted at
consumers could be read as indicating confusion. On the contrary, it’s more likely to be yet
another piece of evidence that the vast majority of consumers will never care about their
network pricing.

Workshop 3: Complementary measures – aligning what, who, how and when
with why
Purpose
To progress a shared understanding of the complementary measures that need to be explored
alongside future household network pricing options.
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Approach
After participants reflected on their own rationale for complementary measures, each table set
down a collective view on why complementary measures should be implemented alongside any
changes to household network pricing. Tables then workshopped a set of specific complementary
measures that they felt would address the challenges associated with adoption of the pricing option
they favoured in Workshop 2. Tables were tasked with identifying the measures and who is
responsible for them, and with articulating which measures would be most important or
showstoppers.

Stakeholders from across the sector reflecting on complementary measures

What participants said


The reasons for complementary measures expressed by participants fell within the following
themes:
 In a situation where many vulnerable people already struggle with the cost of an essential
service, it would be wrong for a new approach to household network pricing to exacerbate
the difficulties faced by those people. And the community and their elected representatives
would not accept this outcome.
 The low level of trust enjoyed by the electricity industry necessitates measures to help
people be open to and accept the case for change.
 Changing household network pricing would create a “bill shock” risk for many customers,
which should be managed in the interests of all consumers and in the interests of
community support for change.
 The vast majority of consumers have low interest in and understanding of the relationship
between their electricity usage and their electricity bill, and as a matter of fairness should
be provided with consumer education to help them avoid pitfalls and capture benefits.
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Unless new household network pricing is mandatory, it will rely to some extent on
consumer choice, and uptake will be greater with complementary measures.
Network pricing is only part of the picture and the community benefits of changing it will
only be realised if that change is part of a broader suite of changes.

The complementary measures that participants most commonly identified as appropriate are set
out in Table 2. The order of the list in column 1 of Table 2 is not definitive but does broadly reflect
the weight of discussion and prioritisation across the room.

Table 2: Workshop 3: Summary of complementary measures
Complementary measure

Participant ideas and comments

Assistance to vulnerable consumers

 Concessions and rebate review
 Fall back tariff option
 Cost ceilings with direct load control

Consumer education

 To promote understanding and build trust
 Will need to include ongoing customer communications
through bill cycles
 Recognised as shared responsibility across
government and industry
 Trials to show benefits and build support for change
 Needs to include social media

Consumer access to data

 For consumers and third parties
 In appropriate formats and timeframes
 Seen as very important by some participants, less so
by others

Demand response

 Needs to be unlocked so consumers can see benefits
of network pricing changes

Energy efficiency

 Should include new industry standards – eg for air
conditioners

Support for greater access to new
technology and other products and
services

 This overlapped with government providing more
incentive for demand response, energy efficiency and
energy management systems/Demand Response
Energy Devices

Other measures to support all
consumers

 Opt-out approach
 Peak-time rebates, either system-wide or in specific
constrained locations
 Try before you buy
 Register of tariff offers
 Better comparison tools
 Avoid new cross-subsidisations – eg electric vehicles

Tariff assignment policy

 Could introduce new network pricing via new
connections
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Key insights










The term “complementary measures” wasn’t clear to a number of participants.
The key “showstopper” – whether expressed explicitly or implicitly – was support for vulnerable
consumers including pensioners. A majority of participants were most anxious to ensure that
changes to household network prices do not adversely impact vulnerable people – this was
expressed as genuine concern for the people in question and as concern for the political reality
that a community with existing low trust in the electricity industry will not support changes that
harm the vulnerable. Some participants felt that assistance to vulnerable consumers should not
be part of the discussion on the future of network pricing but most understood that it will
inevitably be part of the discussion so the industry must address it proactively.
Pensioners were mentioned repeatedly, as people with fixed incomes and lower capability to
navigate change.
Complementary measures need to be shown to address the worst customer impacts not the
average.
Which complementary measures are chosen and how they’re communicated (individually and
as part of the household network pricing package) are both vital.
Most participants who favoured reform supported the proposition that, if mandatory new
household network prices is considered to be politically unpalatable, an opt-out approach
would be necessary because continuation of an opt-in arrangement would be likely to see
continuation of negligible consumer take-up.
One table talked about the value of a slow introduction of new household network pricing.
Another noted that, on the other hand, the slower the transition to new tariffs, the less that
consumers face a price signal that affects their decision making and the less likely consumers
are to engage with consumer education and change their behaviour. Beyond this, it was
notable that most tables spent little time in this session focusing on the price path issue.

Conclusion
This report is one of the inputs to the Victorian Electricity Distributors’ collaborative approach to
considering the future of household network pricing in Victoria.
In closing the forum, AusNet Services CEO Nino Ficca thanked participants for their willingness to
tackle a tough topic in an environment of significant and fast-moving change. Jemena Managing
Director Paul Adams highlighted that we need all stakeholders to help shape the future.
Change is inevitable. Grappling with its challenges is unavoidable – but easier and more likely to
lead to positive outcomes when people with different agendas and perspectives come together to
create solutions.
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Appendix 1: Forum Agenda
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Appendix 2: Key Messages from the Brattle Report
This report was distributed to participants with the forum agenda.
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Appendix 3: Participant feedback
Twenty-one of thirty-three participants completed feedback forms.

Overall rating
Rating

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Terrible

7

14

0

0

0

Responses (21)

What went well









“Well structured; kept energy up; plenty of opportunity for discussion”
“Focus on some of the issues stopping reform from progressing”
“The presentations were excellent; the workshops promoted collaboration”
“The balance of information/briefing and table discussions”
“Open discussions by all parties”
“Understanding additional options and thinking of others”
“Interesting and informative; the breakout sessions were well-directed”
“Quality discussion and agreement around key challenges”

What could be improved








“More time for each item”
“Clearer questions”
“Less dense, more strategic, if possible”
“9.30am start is a bit early for interstate travelers”
“Complementary measures a repeat”
“Understanding retailer perspective”
“A retailer CEO”

Met your expectations?
Rating
Responses (21)
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Not at all

A little

A fair
amount

Quite a bit

Fully

0

0

6

10

5

