Australian Energy Market Commission

Level 15
60 Castlereagh Street ZERO EMISSIONS

Sydney NSW 2000 4 & 7 5

Dear Commission,

RE: Electricity network regulation review package 1 - EPR0106

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response to your paper “Electricity network
regulation review package 1”. Zero Emissions 4075 (ZE4075) is a community organisation
based in Brisbane. Our organisation is focused on helping our community move to full
electrification and reduce our carbon emissions to zero. We do this through education and
advocacy to support our members and the broader community to:

e Electrify their homes

e Improve energy efficiency

e Electrify transport

e Improve energy resilience at the home and in the community

Our area has been heavily impacted by climate change and has seen first-hand the devastation
caused by severe flooding and damaging storms. We believe we need to accelerate the
decarbonisation of our economy, and the current regulatory framework should support usin
our goals. Our response to your review is based on what we would like to be able to achieve in
our community. We are not experts in regulation, and so don’t believe it makes sense to
comment on regulated versus unregulated services, however we hope that you can take our
submission as a community perspective into your deliberations.

Our community is primarily made up of free-standing properties, however we are seeing an
increase in densification including infill (1 home replaced by 2) and the growth in medium
density apartments. Although we do have a significant portion of home ownership, the
community does have a significant rental population due the proximity of urban rail transport.

Electric Vehicles and Charging

Like most communities we are seeing a positive growth in electric vehicle numbers. Whilst a
number of these can be charged at home, there is a lack of alternative charging options in our
area. We believe that EV charging infrastructure needs to be segmented into two very different
offerings:

1. Commercial charging — this would be DC and AC charging near commercial/retail
services in our area such as cafes, shops, businesses



2. Residential/Community charging — this would be AC charging and based on an
extension of your home retail contract. This means that it doesn’t matter whether you
own a home, rent or live in an apartment, you could charge your EV as though you were
“virtually” at home.

I”

In our community we would like to see this “virtual NMI” approach applied in our suburban
streets and in commuter car parks. Our community drives to one of four (4) train stations for
daily commuting. Parking is a mix of dedicated “park and ride” as well as marked bays in
surrounding streets. The aim is for our community to charge their car just as if it was at home. It
also helps maximise residential PV usage to stay within the community, rather than that energy
being exported for small financial benefit whilst the EV owner is paying a premium to slow AC
charge a few kilometres away at the train station. We believe that the local electrical network

infrastructure should support such use cases as a core electricity service.

From an amenity and ease of use, this charging infrastructure should be consistent. Itis
reasonable to have different brands, shapes and offerings in commercial and retail areas, but
suburban streets should have the same consistent look and feel. The last thing residents want
is stranded infrastructure on a pole outside their home because an EV charging business went
broke.

As part of ZE4075’s goals, we would like to see all transportation electrified, including “last
mile” delivery vehicles such as trucks and vans. This will reduce both noise and particulate
pollution in our community. Although it’s likely that “last mile” services will rarely need
charging, we believe that having those capabilities in the area will promote the uptake of those
types of electric vehicles.

Community Batteries and Resilience

A key focus for ZE4075 is energy resilience for our community. The current approach to
solutions like community batteries does not focus on the community need, instead itis more
aligned with commercial opportunities for market participants. We would like to see
community batteries in our area as part of resilient electricity infrastructure to support day to
day renewable energy goals and during major weather events support “islanding” or microgrid
capability. Similar to our suggestion for EV charging, our community would value the ability to
“virtually” allocate exported solar into a local battery and then consume that energy in the
evening when demand on the overall electricity grid is highest. Ideally this should be
independent of any one retailer and allow a homeowner or tenant to access this service.
During a major event, this infrastructure should support local microgrid capability so
neighbours with PV can support those without PV. Part of ZE4075’s goals is to also look at
community sharing of energy. If the community battery infrastructure was set up correctly it
would allow neighbours to allocate spare exported energy to each other, or to community
groups such as sporting clubs, or charities.



If you have questions or would like further information from Zero Emissions 4075, please feel to
contact our policy subcommittee via Simon English at
simon.english@zeroemissions4075.org.au

Kind Regards

John Thomason

President
John.Thomason@zeroemissions4075.org.au
Zero Emissions 4075 Inc

PO Box 67, Corinda, Queensland 4075
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Responses to Consultation Questions

Question #

ZE4075 Response

1

No feedback

2

1.

We believe that services such as local EV charging (AC) should be seenas a
virtual part of the home’s electricity account. As such it makes sense that
these services are seen the same way as a normal connection service to a
property. There should be a clear distinction between this “virtualisation”
and current commercial EV charging services (DC and AC) which should be
focused around commercial and retail precincts.

We believe this same approach should apply to community batteries so
that they are seen as part of a standard electrical service rather than
treated as a commercial “for profit” business venture

We have no position on this as a community organisation

We would prefer that the services we have listed above in 1. were
consistent around the country. There are a growing number of community
energy groups, and there is a lot of similarity in our needs. The current local
jurisdictional responses currently cause confusion across these groups as
what is acceptable by one DNSP is not by another DNSP. Consistent
national rules would improve that situation. The same should apply to the
DSO model and its services.

The existing service classification is focused on the traditional physical
supply of electricity. The growth in CER and particularly EVs has shown that
our community can now create electricity, store it locally and transportit. A
modern electrical grid should change its focus to be more of an enabler of
CER in the community. This means broadening what is seen as a standard
control service by the local DNSP.

From a community perspective we would prefer to deal with the least
number of organisations/institutions for the delivery of these services. Our
aim s to be the trusted independent voice for our community and for us to
have direct and supported engagement with our electricity infrastructure
provider. The current process of dealing with the DNSP (e.g. Energex), a
range of retailers and then a menagerie of CER companies is confusing and
frankly challenging for our community. Energy should be easy and the
regulatory framework should support that.

As a community organisation, we shouldn’t need to understand the regulatory
nuances of ring-fencing. The current failure from our perspective is that
activities we believe that should be easy appear to hit regulatory barriers and
ring-fencing waivers seem a poor “workaround” to achieve the desired
outcome of the community. Whatever is put in place should not punish
community groups wanting to innovate in this space.




As a community group we have ho comment on the commercial arrangements
of network assets. Our only concern is that there is uniformity of solutions and
there isn’t the outcome of “stranded” street furniture which no-one seems to
own and is cluttering up our neighbourhood.

Specifically, around community batteries we would like to see them costed as
community assets, not “for profit” elements of our electricity grid. The local
distribution transformer is there to support the street, and we see community
batteries through the same lens. The unlocking of “virtual” storage services
should be recouped as a service or charge, but this should be regulated and
seen as an optional add-on to the current network tariff. The distribution
networks supported “off peak” services for hot water, and we believe that
community batteries, although more flexible effectively fall into the same
category as a regulated service.

Our concern with the Nexa position is that they want all services relating to EV
charging as being commercial or “for profit”. Although our community is urban
and in a major city and so is likely to be better served than a rural community,
we are concerned that the “for profit” model punishes those who rent or live in
an apartment. We believe that EV charging needs to a “standard service”
capability and seen as part of the relationship you set up with your electricity
retailer. The Nexa position has the risk of entrenching a divide in the
community between those that have driveways and home ownership and can
charge cheaply and those that can’t.

See response to Q6

(o]

No feedback

We see the meritin ENA’s position as it addresses the risk of EV charging
deserts in regional and remote locations. It is interesting in our community (an
urban inner ring 10-15 km from the CBD) we have almost no AC destination
charging. Our only concern is that if DNSPs provide the charging infrastructure
itis part of a strategy for virtual NMls and a consistent “look and feel” across
the community. It is of limited value if they simply “on-sell” the hardware to a
commercial partner for profit and we end up with a fragmented commercial
service. We would rather see the infrastructure managed and costed no
differently to other network infrastructure (i.e. poles and wires).

10

See response to Q9

11

No feedback

12

We support the 5 assessment criteria you have listed. We ask that you view
your obligations of “Outcomes for consumers” through the lens of actual
consumer groups such as ours. There are lots of vested interests in the
electricity arena and particularly around topics associated with EV charging,
CER and community batteries. Regularly commercial interests tell us what we
need rather than listening to actual community feedback. Both Nexa and ENA
submissions reference community benefit but ultimately are focused on
benefiting their backers. We are also open to that same criticism but since we
are representing our community we feel that our voice is more representative
of this particular obligation.




