Consolidated response to AER and
stakeholder questions

PLUG AND PLAY ELECTRIC VEHICLE (EV) CHARGING INFRASTRUCTURE TRIAL — RING-FENCING WAIVER
APPLICATION

Introduction

Essential Energy appreciates the questions raised by the Australian Energy Regulator (AER) and stakeholders
during consultation on its ring-fencing waiver application for Stream 2 of the Plug and Play EV charging
infrastructure trial.

During the consultation process, Essential Energy has received questions from a number of sources,
including AER information requests, questions raised during the public forum, and subsequent questions
arising from stakeholder engagement. Some of the issues raised overlap, and a number were addressed in
the original waiver application and supporting presentation materials. This consolidated response draws
those matters together thematically to provide clearer visibility of Essential Energy’s proposed approach, the
rationale for the trial, and the principles that will guide implementation, if the waiver is granted.

Essential Energy has taken a thematic approach because many of the questions are directed to common
underlying issues. In particular, the questions frequently concern:

e the purpose of the trial;

e whether the trial is seeking to prove a pre-determined market outcome;

e how the trial relates to ARENA’s funding objectives and knowledge-sharing requirements;

e whatis known now, compared with what will be tested through the trial;

e how Essential Energy will manage risks to competition, consumers and regulatory integrity; and

e how decisions that have not yet been made will be governed through principles, staged implementation
and stakeholder engagement.

This response should be read in that context.

The Plug and Play project is a demonstration project, funded in part by the Australian Renewable Energy
Agency (ARENA). Public information released by ARENA describes the project as exploring new approaches
to deploying public Level 2" EV charging infrastructure in regional NSW through two complementary streams.
Stream 1 focuses on pre-enabling existing poles for third-party deployment, while Stream 2 explores an
integrated infrastructure model using composite streetlight columns with embedded EV chargers that are
intended to be leased and operated by Charge Point Operators (CPO).

The project has been desighed to generate evidence about deployment models, consumer behaviour,
market participation, operational performance and regional charging outcomes, when CPO-identified
barriers are eased. While aspects of the project's governance, reporting and contractual arrangements are
contained in confidential funding arrangements between ARENA and Essential Energy, this response relies
only on publicly available information, the waiver application and the proposed trial design. Should the AER
require further assurance regarding those confidential arrangements, Essential Energy is willing to discuss
them on a confidential basis.

' Level 2 Chargers utilise 240-volt AC power — with output typically between 7kW to 22 kW.



For that reason, the response below distinguishes between:

What We Know Today based on the application, ARENA funding arrangement and current project design
Principles that Essential Energy has established to guide future decisions

Matters that as yet have not been finalised and will be determined through procurement, stakeholder
engagement, staged deployment and operational experience.

This distinction is important. The purpose of the trial is not to assert that a particular ownership model,
technology configuration or commercial structure is necessarily the correct enduring answer. The purpose is
to generate evidence about what works, what does not work, and what conditions are required to support EV
charging access and market participation in regional and rural areas of NSW which will also need to be able
to electrify transport.

A recurring theme throughout consultation has been a desire for certainty regarding consumer behaviour,
deployment outcomes, market participation, charging utilisation and future ownership arrangements.
Essential Energy's position is that many of these matters are not presently known and are themselves
subjects of the trial. The purpose of the waiver application is therefore not to establish a predetermined
market outcome, but to enable a controlled, transparent and time-bound trial that can generate evidence to
inform future decisions.

The purpose of the trialis therefore not to ask the AER to determine the long-term role of DNSPs in EV
charging infrastructure. Rather, it is to seek permission for a carefully controlled, transparent and time-
limited trial that can reduce uncertainty before longer-term regulatory and policy decisions are made.

THEME KEY ISSUE

1 Why undertake the trial?

2 What market is being addressed?

3 What is being tested?

4 Site selection and competition
safeguards

5 Why is a waiver required?

6 Trial design

7 Expected learnings

8 Metering and regulatory compliance

9 Duration and future arrangements
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Theme 1 — Why undertake this trial?

KEY MESSAGE

The trial exists because regional kerbside charging infrastructure has not been deployed at sufficient
scale and there is currently insufficient evidence regarding the barriers, consumer behaviours and
market conditions influencing deployment. The trialis intended to generate that evidence, not validate
a predetermined conclusion.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME

This theme addresses questions concerning the underlying need for the trial, including whether the trialis
responding to market failure, low demand, a coordination constraint, or another barrier to deployment.

Relevant questions include:

1. What are the market failures that are being tested? The forum summary records a question about
whether the application suggests market failure and/or unmet demand, what theory is being tested,
what metric will measure impact, and whether the hypothesis is that network ownership is preferable to
competitive market ownership.

What evidence supports Essential Energy’s view that limited deployment reflects market failure or
coordination constraints, rather than low demand, access to alternative charging options, limited need
for kerbside charging, or insufficient commercial returns? The AER’s information request asks for
location-specific evidence including CPO feedback, market sounding or tender results, connection
costs, utilisation and revenue assumptions, council barriers and household charging access.

Why does Essential Energy need to do this, and what benefits would Essential Energy receive? This was
identified as an additional question arising from the forum and chat, directed to Essential Energy’s own
incentives or benefits from participating in the trial.

Why not just fix the barriers for private CPOs instead of owning chargers yourselves? The role-play Q&A
frames this as a likely challenge, with the response pointing to Stream 1 as the mechanism for testing
whether reducing site-selection and connection barriers is sufficient, and Stream 2 as a narrower trial
for locations where commercial deployment has not occurred.

What happens if the waiver is not granted? The presentation materials frame the decision before the AER
as whether regional consumers should wait, or whether a controlled, time-bound trial should be
allowed to generate evidence.

RESPONSE

The Plug and Play trial is being undertaken because regional public EV charging infrastructure — particularly
kerbside and pole-mounted charging — has not been deployed at the scale required to support broader EV
adoption and confidence across many parts of regional and rural NSW.

Essential Energy does not suggest that there is no EV charging market. The presentation materials expressly
state that the question is not whether EV charging markets exist, but whether they are delivering outcomes in
regional and remote settings. The application similarly distinguishes kerbside and pole-mounted public
charging from other EV charging segments, including home charging, destination charging and highway fast
or ultra-fast charging.

The relevant issue is therefore not whether commercial EV charging exists generally. It clearly does. The
issue is whether the contestable market is currently delivering the type, location and density of charging
infrastructure required in underserved regional communities, particularly in the kerbside segment.
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Public information released by ARENA recognises that deployment of regional EV charging infrastructure
presents different commercial and operational challenges from metropolitan deployment, including lower
utilisation, higher deployment costs and more dispersed demand. The Plug and Play project has been
designed to explore whether reducing those barriers can improve deployment outcomes and encourage
greater market participation.

Further information regarding the publicly released description of the project is available on ARENA's
website.

The Project is designed to address a key barrier to CPO deployment as the cost and process burden of
deployment, compounded in regional and rural areas by lower asset utilisation and higher maintenance cost
expectations compared with metropolitan areas. The project is therefore intended to reduce financial and
process-related deployment hurdles faced by CPOs, and to encourage faster, more efficient and more cost-
effective scaling of destination BEV chargers in underserved regional areas.

This is the context in which the trial should be understood.

Essential Energy is not asking the AER to accept, in advance, that a particular market failure has been
proven, or that a particular ownership model is necessarily superior. Nor is Essential Energy asking the AER
to decide now what the enduring role of DNSPs should be in EV charging infrastructure.

Rather, the trial is designed to test a practical question:

Can targeted infrastructure support reduce deployment barriers, improve access to charging
infrastructure, and generate evidence about consumer behaviour and market participation in
underserved regional areas?

That question aligns directly with the ARENA-funded project outcomes. The ARENA funded project is
designed to provide intelligence about outcomes including commercialising a new DNSP-led approach to
site selection and pre-enablement, accelerating deployment by reducing process, time and deployment
burdens for CPOs, improving reliability of charging assets in regional areas, and delivering knowledge-
sharing content about DNSP facilitation and deployment models.

The two-stream structure is central to this approach.

Stream 1 tests whether pre-enabling existing poles and reducing site-selection and connection barriers is
sufficient to stimulate CPO deployment. Stream 2 tests whether a shared infrastructure model can unlock
participation in locations where commercial deployment has not occurred. The application describes this as
a structure that allows the trial to distinguish between locations where the market can deliver outcomes by
reducing barriers, and locations where targeted, time-bound infrastructure intervention may be required.

This means the trial is not premised on Essential Energy being “right” about one model. If Stream 1 proves
sufficient, that is a valuable finding. If Stream 2 demonstrates that shared infrastructure materially improves
deployment or utilisation in some locations, that is also a valuable finding. If utilisation remains low despite
infrastructure support, that is equally important evidence for future regulatory, policy and commercial
decisions.

A number of the questions raised by the AER and stakeholders ask for certainty about matters that are
inherently uncertain at this stage. For example, they ask whether low deployment reflects market failure, low
demand, insufficient commercial returns, access to alternative chargers or limited need for kerbside
charging. Essential Energy’s response is that these are precisely the types of questions the trialis intended
to help answer.

Essential Energy also expects to obtain benefits from the trial. These are not retail charging revenues or
customer-facing EV charging services. Rather, they relate to Essential Energy’s broader strategic objectives
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of supporting electrification, facilitating connections, increasing efficient utilisation of the distribution
network, and enabling regional communities to participate in the energy transition. The waiver application is
consistent with that strategic direction because it seeks to test whether practical infrastructure barriers can
be reduced in a way that enables market participation and consumer access without Essential Energy
entering retail charging markets.

For these reasons, the trial should be understood as a measured, time-bound and evidence-based
intervention. It is not a claim that the contestable market can never deliver. It is a recognition that, to date,
the contestable market has not delivered this infrastructure at sufficient scale in the relevant regional
kerbside segment, and that further evidence is required to understand what form of intervention, if any, is
effective and proportionate.

If the waiver is not granted, the Stream 2 trial cannot proceed in its proposed form. The ARENA funded
projectis designed as a two stream project. Inability to execute Stream 2 limits the ability to test whether
shared infrastructure can enable market participation in thin regional markets, and would leave industry and
regulators relying on theoretical or partial evidence when considering future service classification, DNSP
roles and market development pathways. The presentation similarly frames the decision as whether regional
consumers should continue to wait while assumptions are debated, or whether a controlled, time-bound
and reversible trial should be allowed to generate real-world evidence.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY

e The projectis ARENA-funded and has defined outputs, including Stream 1 pre-enablement of existing
poles and Stream 2 deployment of composite streetlight columns with integrated BEV chargers.

e The project outcomes include reducing process, time and deployment burdens for CPOs, improving
reliability of regional charging assets and delivering knowledge-sharing content.

e Essential Energy is not seeking to provide retail charging services, set charging prices, bill EV drivers or
manage customer relationships. If granted, the waiver would allow Essential Energy to provide access to
charging infrastructure to CPOs who would be responsible for providing the customer-facing services.

e The trial is designed to generate evidence about whether reducing barriers and/or providing shared
infrastructure can support market participation and consumer access in underserved regional locations.

PRINCIPLES THAT WILL GUIDE THE TRIAL
e Essential Energy will not assume that one model is necessarily correct before the trial is conducted.
e Stream 1 and Stream 2 will be used to test different models and generate comparative insights.

e The trial will focus on underserved regional locations and will not be designed to displace existing
commercial deployment.

e Trial outcomes will be assessed holistically, including deployment barriers, consumer behaviour,
utilisation, reliability, CPO participation, operational performance and knowledge-sharing outcomes.

UNKNOWNS THE TRIAL WILL INVESTIGATE

e The extent to which improved charging availability affects regional EV adoption.

o The extent to which improved charging availability affects range anxiety and confidence in regional travel.
e Whether Stream 1 pre-enablement is sufficient to stimulate CPO deployment in some or all areas.

e Whether Stream 2 shared infrastructure materially improves CPO participation or utilisation in locations
where commercial deployment has not occurred.

e Whether improved site identification, planning and pre-enablement reduce deployment costs and
timeframes for Charge Point Operators.
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o Whether collaborative delivery models between DNSPs, councils and Charge Point Operators
improve deployment outcomes in regional communities.

¢ Which site characteristics, planning approaches and deployment methodologies are most strongly
associated with utilisation, positive customer experience and market interest.

e What regulatory, commercial and operational insights the trial provides to inform future deployment
models, contestability arrangements and regulatory frameworks.
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Theme 2 — What market is being addressed?

KEY MESSAGE

The trial addresses a specific segment of the charging ecosystem - regional public kerbside and
community charging. It does not assume all consumers require public charging, but recognises that
access to a driveway is not necessarily equivalent to access to practical home charging, particularly in
regional communities.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME

This theme addresses questions concerning the consumer need for regional public kerbside charging,
including:

1. If mostregional households have driveways and can charge at home, why is additional public charging
infrastructure required?

Isn’t pole-mounted charging primarily an urban solution for households without off-street parking?

Why would regional communities need public charging where home charging is available?

What role do visitors, tourists and regional travel patterns play in the trial rationale?

How will the trial determine whether public kerbside charging is used by local residents, visitors, tourists or
other users?

How does public kerbside charging complement, rather than duplicate, home charging, destination
charging and highway fast charging?

RESPONSE
The Plug and Play trial is not directed toward the entire EV charging market.

Rather, it is focused on a specific segment of the charging ecosystem: public Level 2 charging infrastructure
located within regional communities and integrated with existing distribution network assets. The project
seeks to understand how this form of charging infrastructure can contribute to improving charging
accessibility and supporting EV participation across regional NSW.

This distinction is important.

The existence of home charging, workplace charging, highway fast charging or private destination charging
does not necessarily answer the question of whether consumers have sufficient access to public charging
infrastructure within regional towns and communities.

Nor does it answer whether the current distribution of charging infrastructure gives consumers confidence
to adopt EVs, travel within regional areas, or invest in charging services.

The trialis therefore not based on an assumption that all consumers require public charging. Rather, it
recognises that different consumers have different charging needs and that a charging ecosystem consists
of multiple complementary charging options.

Many consumers will continue to rely primarily on home charging. Others may rely on workplace charging,
destination charging or highway charging corridors. The question being explored through this trial is whether
public charging infrastructure integrated into community settings can provide additional value for
consumers and improve access in locations that have historically attracted limited investment.
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Public charging, home charging and regional housing realities

Some questions raised during consultation appear to assume that access to off-street parking is equivalent
to access to practical home charging.

Essential Energy considers that assumption may not hold universally across regional communities. The
relevant issue is not simply whether a household has a driveway or space to park a vehicle off-street. The
relevant issue is whether that household has access to a safe, secure, convenient and electrically suitable
location to charge an EV.

That distinction matters.

In many regional communities, particularly in established towns and older housing areas, the housing stock
is materially different from the newer metropolitan housing model that is often assumed in EV charging
discussions. A household may have a driveway, carport, open parking area, detached shed or informal off-
street parking area, but still lack a secure garage, suitable power supply, dedicated circuit, outdoor charging
point, or practical ability to install charging infrastructure.

Accordingly, the proposition “regional households have driveways, therefore they can charge at home” is too
simplistic.

It treats all off-street parking as functionally equivalent to EV-ready home charging. In practice, those are
different concepts. A driveway may provide a place to park a vehicle, but it does not necessarily provide
access to safe, secure or affordable charging.

This is one reason why public kerbside charging remains relevant in regional communities. The application
identifies kerbside charging as serving residents without off-street parking and visitors in regional towns —
groups not well served by other charging segments. It also identifies limited access to off-street charging as
a factor supporting the need for accessible public charging infrastructure.

The trial therefore does not assume that all regional residents need public charging. Nor does it assume that
public charging will displace home charging. Rather, it recognises that home charging will not be equally
available, practical or affordable for all households, and that public charging may play a complementary role
for particular users, locations and circumstances.

This may be particularly relevant in regional communities where residents routinely travel significant
distances to access shopping, medical appointments, education, government services and other essential
activities. Even where charging at home is available, some consumers may value the opportunity to top up
their vehicle while undertaking those activities, providing greater confidence to undertake longer regional
journeys without needing to rely solely on home charging or high-powered en-route charging. This may also
reduce unnecessary reliance on higher-powered fast chargers for vehicles that are already expected to
remain parked for an extended period.

That is precisely one of the matters the trial is intended to test.
Kerbside charging is not only an urban use case
Itis also important not to treat kerbside charging as an exclusively metropolitan solution.

In dense metropolitan areas, kerbside charging is often discussed principally in the context of apartments,
terraces and households without off-street parking. That is one use case, but it is not the only one.

In regional areas, the relevant use cases are broader. They include:

e residents without practical home charging, even where some form of off-street parking exists;

e renters and households unable to modify their premises;
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e residentsin older housing stock without secure or powered parking;
e visitors and tourists;
e people travelling between regional centres;

e consumers undertaking longer regional trips who want confidence that charging is available before
returning home; and

e town-centre users with longer dwell times near shops, workplaces, beaches, community facilities and
other amenities.

The role-play material recognises that regional travel patterns are different, including that many regional EV
motorists travel longer distances to access services and may need confidence that they can charge before
they return home.

For this reason, the trial should not be assessed by asking whether regional towns replicate the same
kerbside charging need as inner-city Sydney or Melbourne. They do not.

The more relevant question is whether public kerbside and community charging can address regional use
cases that are not fully met by home charging, destination charging or highway fast charging.

Thatis a practical and empirical question. The trial is designed to generate evidence to answer it.
The trial is not premised on a predetermined demand forecast

The better approach is to test the question. The ARENA arrangement expressly identifies user response and
charging behaviour as knowledge-sharing objectives, including how users respond to the model and how
they make use of the assets. It also requires a Consumer Behaviour Report addressing matters such as
driver behaviours, unanticipated challenges, unanticipated benefits and engagement with the consumer
community.

A number of consultation questions ask what level of charging infrastructure is required to support EV
adoption or whether the proposed number of chargers is appropriate.

Essential Energy's position is that these questions cannot currently be answered with certainty.
At present there is no established evidence base that identifies:

e the optimal density of public charging infrastructure in regional NSW;

e the optimal ratio of EVs to public chargers;

e the level of charging availability required to influence consumer behaviour;

e the level of charging availability required to stimulate commercial investment; or

e the level of charging availability required to support regional tourism or travel confidence.
These are not questions that can be reliably answered through theory alone.

They are practical questions that require deployment, observation, utilisation data and consumer feedback.
This is one of the reasons the project has been structured as an ARENA-funded trial with extensive
knowledge-sharing obligations and consumer behaviour analysis requirements. The Knowledge Sharing Plan
specifically identifies understanding how users respond to the charging model and how they make use of the
assets as a key project objective.

For this reason, Essential Energy does not propose a single threshold or utilisation metric that would
determine whether the trial has succeeded.
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The purpose of the project is to generate evidence that can better inform future decisions regarding
charging.

Relationship with existing charging infrastructure

The trial should also be understood as complementary to existing charging infrastructure rather than a
substitute for it.

The proposed charging assets are Level 2 chargers integrated into existing community settings. They are
intended to serve a different use case from highway fast chargers, ultra-fast charging corridors and other
forms of charging infrastructure that already exist or continue to be developed within regional NSW.

The question is therefore not whether existing charging infrastructure has value.

The question is whether additional charging options can improve accessibility, reduce deployment barriers
and support greater participation in regional communities.

The trial has been designed to generate evidence that helps answer that question.
Why this question cannot be resolved by current deployment patterns alone

Some stakeholders have suggested that limited deployment is itself evidence that there is limited need for
the infrastructure.

Essential Energy does not consider that conclusion necessarily follows.
The absence of infrastructure may reflect a range of factors, including:

e limited demand;

e uncertain utilisation;

e deployment cost;

e site acquisition complexity;

e maintenance costs;

e commercialrisk;

o fragmented stakeholder responsibilities; or

e combinations of these factors.

One of the stated objectives of the project is to understand whether reducing deployment barriers can
improve charging outcomes and participation. The trial therefore seeks to distinguish between locations
where the market can deliver outcomes unaided and locations where deployment barriers may be limiting
investment.

For that reason, the project should not be viewed as an attempt to displace existing market activity. Rather, it
is a structured effort to better understand where deployment barriers exist and how they may be addressed.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY
e The projectis directed toward public Level 2 charging infrastructure within regional NSW.

e The projectincludes both pre-enabled sites for third-party CPO deployment and integrated charging
assets operated by third-party CPOs.

e The Knowledge Sharing Plan expressly identifies consumer behaviour and utilisation as learning
objectives.
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e The projectisintended to support underserved regional locations and reduce deployment barriers faced

by CPOs.

PRINCIPLES THAT WILL GUIDE THE TRIAL

Essential Energy will not assume a single consumer use case.

Site selection will recognise that different communities may have different charging needs.

Deployment decisions will be informed by community engagement, council input, user feedback and

market participation.

The trial will seek to complement, rather than replace, existing charging infrastructure.

Consumer behaviour and utilisation outcomes will be evaluated using actual trial data rather than

assumptions formed before deployment.

MATTERS TO BE DETERMINED THROUGH THE TRIAL

Which consumer groups derive the greatest benefit from public community charging.
Whether public charging influences EV adoption decisions in regional areas.
Whether public charging influences regional travel and tourism behaviour.

The optimal density and location of public charging assets.

The extent to which additional charging infrastructure stimulates further contestable investment.

How different charging models perform across different regional settings.
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Theme 3 — What is Essential Energy trying to prove?

KEY MESSAGE

The trialis not designed to prove that DNSP ownership is preferable. It is desighed to compare
alternative deployment models and generate evidence regarding consumer behaviour, market
participation and charging infrastructure deployment.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME

This theme addresses questions concerning the objectives of the trial, the hypotheses being tested, how
success will be measured and whether Essential Energy has already formed a view regarding the appropriate
long-term ownership model for EV charging infrastructure.

Relevant questions include:

1.  What market failure is actually being tested?

Is the hypothesis that DNSP ownership is preferable to competitive market ownership?

What exactly is Stream 2 intended to demonstrate?

What are the success metrics for the trial?

How will Essential Energy determine whether the trial has been successful?

If charger utilisation remains low, will the trial have failed?

If commercial participation remains limited, will the trial have failed?

What learnings does ARENA expect to obtain from the project?

If the trial demonstrates that DNSP involvement is not required, would that still be considered a successful

outcome?

RESPONSE

The Plug and Play trial is not designed to validate any particular ownership or infrastructure model. Rather, it
has been designed to compare alternative deployment approaches and generate evidence regarding the
conditions under which different models may succeed or fail. .

Rather, The trial is designed to generate evidence regarding the conditions under which different deployment
models succeed or fail. It will also improve industry understanding of the barriers, costs, consumer
behaviours and commercial conditions that influence charging infrastructure deployment.

The distinction is important.

Some consultation questions appear to assume that the trial begins with a predetermined conclusion and is
seeking evidence to support that conclusion.

That is not how the project has been structured.

The project deliberately includes two different streams because the objective is to compare alternative
approaches, rather than assume a single solution.

Under Stream 1, Essential Energy is pre-enabling approximately 1,000 poles to reduce deployment barriers
and make it easier for charge point operators to install and operate chargers. Under Stream 2, Essential
Energy will test a shared infrastructure approach using composite streetlight columns with integrated
chargers that can be leased and operated by CPOs.
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The existence of both streams reflects the fact that the project is evaluating different approaches to
addressing deployment barriers.

If Essential Energy had already concluded that only one model was viable, there would be limited value in
testing alternative approaches at scale.

The trial is testing multiple questions, not a single hypothesis

The consultation process has often framed the project around a single question:

"Is DNSP ownership required?"

While that is one issue the trial may inform, it is not the principal question being investigated.

The project has been designed to examine a broad range of technical, commercial, operational and
behavioural questions, including deployment costs, consumer behaviour, market participation,
procurement approaches and infrastructure performance,, including:

e whether a DNSP-led approach can reduce costs and deployment timelines compared with a CPO-led
process;

e how a standardised commercial framework can simplify interactions between councils, DNSPs, CPOs
and retailers;

e whether specialised charging infrastructure can operate effectively under a build-own-maintain-lease
model;

e how users respond to the charging model;
e how consumers actually use the infrastructure;
e what challenges arise in deployment, operation and maintenance; and

e what lessons can be applied more broadly across the sector.

The trialis therefore investigating technical, commercial, operational, behavioural and regulatory questions
simultaneously.

Success cannot be reduced to a single metric

Another recurring theme in stakeholder questions is the search for a single success metric.
For example, some questions focus solely on utilisation.

Others focus solely on the level of CPO participation.

Others focus solely on evidence of market failure.

Essential Energy does not consider any one of these measures, in isolation, to be an appropriate basis for
evaluating the trial.

The project has been funded by ARENA as a demonstration and knowledge-sharing initiative. The ARENA
approach establishes outcomes that include accelerating deployment, reducing process and deployment
burdens, improving reliability of charging assets and generating knowledge-sharing content regarding DNSP
facilitation and deployment models.

Accordingly, the trial should be assessed against a broader suite of outcomes.

These include:
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e deployment outcomes;

e utilisation outcomes;

e consumer behaviour outcomes;

e market participation outcomes;

e operational and maintenance outcomes;
e technology performance outcomes;

e stakeholder engagement outcomes; and
e knowledge-sharing outcomes.

A result that challenges assumptions can still be a successful outcome

An important feature of evidence-generating trials is that they do not require assumptions to be validated in
order to produce value.

For example:

e |f Stream 1 proves sufficient and Stream 2 creates little additional value, that is an important finding.

e |f Stream 2 materially improves deployment outcomes in some locations but not others, thatis an
important finding.

e If consumer usage differs significantly from expectations, that is an important finding.

e |f utilisation remains low despite infrastructure availability, thatis an important finding.

Each of these outcomes improves understanding of what works, what does not work, and where future
investment should be directed.

The purpose of the trial is therefore not to prove Essential Energy correct.
The purpose is to reduce uncertainty through the generation of evidence.
The trial is intended to inform future decisions, not predetermine them
The trial should therefore be viewed as an information-gathering exercise rather than a policy outcome.

Neither the waiver application nor the ARENA arrangement assumes what the future regulatory framework
should be.

Instead, the project has been designed to generate evidence that may assist future regulatory, policy and
commercial decision-making.

ARENA funded projects are expressly required to provide knowledge-sharing and public reporting as core
project outcomes and requires regular reporting of lessons learned, stakeholder engagement outcomes,
consumer behaviour findings and charging operational data.

The objective is therefore not to determine the future ownership structure of EV charging infrastructure
through this waiver process.

The objective is to ensure that future decisions can be informed by practical experience rather than
theoretical debate.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY

e The project comprises two separate deployment models that will be tested concurrently.
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e ARENA requires significant knowledge-sharing, public reporting and consumer behaviour analysis.

e The projectisintended to generate information regarding deployment costs, deployment barriers,
consumer behaviour and market participation.

e Stream 1 and Stream 2 have deliberately been structured to examine different approaches to charging
deployment.

PRINCIPLES THAT WILL GUIDE EVALUATION OF TRIAL OUTCOMES

e The trial will not be assessed against a single metric.

e |Learnings that challenge expectations will be treated as valuable outcomes.
e Consumer behaviour will be measured rather than assumed.

e Evidence generated through the trial will be publicly shared through ARENA's knowledge-sharing
framework.

e Future decisions should be informed by evidence generated during the trial rather than assumptions held
before it commences.

MATTERS TO BE DETERMINED THROUGH THE TRIAL

e Whether reducing deployment barriers alone is sufficient to stimulate greater CPO participation.
e Whether shared infrastructure improves deployment outcomes in some regional settings.

e How consumers interact with community charging infrastructure.

e Which site characteristics are associated with stronger utilisation outcomes.

e Whether public charging availability influences EV adoption and travel confidence.

e Whether the tested infrastructure models improve reliability, deployment speed or overall project
economics relative to existing approaches.
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Theme 4 — How will sites be selected and how will Essential Energy
avoid crowding out the market?

KEY MESSAGE

The project does not begin with a predetermined list of sites. Site selection is itself part of the trial and
will be guided by principles, stakeholder engagement and evidence rather than assumptions.

One of the design objectives of the trial is to minimise the risk of displacing efficient private investment by
focusing on locations where deployment has remained limited and by maintaining an open, contestable
model for Charge Point Operators.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME

This theme addresses questions concerning site selection, deployment methodology, market participation
and the safeguards intended to ensure the trial complements rather than displaces contestable investment.

Relevant questions include:

1. How will sites be selected?

How will Essential Energy determine where chargers should be located?

How do you know these sites would not otherwise be served by the market?

How will councils be involved in site selection?

How will consumer demand be assessed before chargers are deployed?

What role will Charge Point Operators play in site selection?

How will Essential Energy avoid crowding out existing or planned commercial investment?
What happens if commercial interest subsequently emerges at a proposed site?

How will the project identify which locations succeed or underperform?

How will feedback from users and communities be incorporated into the trial?

RESPONSE

A recurring assumption in consultation feedback is that Essential Energy has already identified a fixed list of
locations and intends to deploy chargers regardless of local conditions, commercial interest or community
need.

That is not how the project has been designed.
Site selection is itself an important component of the trial and this is equally true for both stream 1 and 2.

The ARENA arrangement requires the project to utilise a DNSP-developed site identification toolin
conjunction with local council engagement to identify suitable locations for BEV charging infrastructure for
both stream 1 and 2. Stream 2 sites are then intended to be tendered to Charge Point Operators as part of
the project delivery model.

Importantly, Stream 1 and Stream 2 are designed to serve different areas of Essential Energy’s network.
Stream 1 is to support deployment of EV charging infrastructure on the overhead network portions, where
Stream 2 is intended to be deployed on the underground portions of the network. This ensures that all
segments of the network can be covered by adequate kerbside charging.
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Accordingly, the projectis not proceeding from a predetermined list of sites. Rather, site identification and
prioritisation are part of the evidence-gathering process that the trial is designed to test.

Site selection will be guided by principles rather than assumptions
At this stage, Essential Energy has established a number of site selection principles.
These include consideration of:

e existing charging gaps;

local council priorities;

e network capability and capacity;

e conditional assessment of existing infrastructure;
e site accessibility;

e local amenities and dwell times;

e community needs;

e regionaltravel patterns;

e commercialinterest from potential operators; and

e the broader objective of supporting underserved regional locations.
Importantly, no single factor is expected to determine site suitability.

For example, off-street parking availability may be relevant. Existing charging infrastructure may be relevant.
Population density may be relevant. None of those factors should be viewed in isolation.

The purpose of the trial is not to validate a predetermined site-selection formula. It is to understand which
combination of factors contributes most strongly to successful deployment outcomes.

Avoiding crowding out existing market activity

Essential Energy recognises that stakeholders have legitimate concerns regarding potential crowding out of
private investment. That concern is one reason the project has been designed around facilitation,
contestability and open access principles.

The waiver application states that sites are intended to focus on locations where commercial investment
has not occurred and that locations where a Charge Point Operator has demonstrated active commercial
interest would not be prioritised for DNSP-facilitated deployment.

The objective is therefore not to replace private investment.

The objective is to test whether deployment barriers can be reduced in locations where commercial
investment has not emerged.

This distinction is central to the project design.

The trial should be understood as focusing on the gap between locations where investment is already
occurring and locations where deployment continues to be limited despite policy support, grant funding and
facilitation efforts.
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Councils are expected to play an important role

Local councils have a critical role in understanding community priorities, local development strategies,
parking arrangements, tourism objectives and place-based considerations.

The ARENA arrangement requires engagement with Local Council Reference Groups as a formal component
of project delivery and governance.

Council engagement therefore serves multiple purposes, to:

e help identify suitable sites;

e provides visibility of local priorities;

e assists in understanding existing infrastructure gaps; and

e helps ensure that deployment reflects local circumstances rather than solely network considerations.
This recognises that successful public charging infrastructure requires more than electrical capacity alone.
Consumer demand will be measured, not assumed

The consultation process has repeatedly sought certainty regarding which sites will ultimately perform well.
Essential Energy does not consider that certainty to exist today, where:

e Some locations may exceed expectations
e Some locations may underperform expectations

e Some locations may reveal user behaviours that differ materially from initial assumptions.

The project also contemplates direct consumer engagement mechanisms. As discussed during the
consultation forum preparation, individual charging locations may include QR-code-based feedback
opportunities that allow users to report site-specific experiences and issues. This provides an additional
mechanism for identifying successful locations, access barriers and opportunities for improvement.

Accordingly, site performance will be evaluated through evidence generated during operation rather than
assumptions made before deployment.

Site selection is itself one of the learnings
An important point is that the project is not only testing charging infrastructure.
Itis also testing the site-selection process itself.

One of the stated ARENA objectives is to commercialise and evaluate a DNSP-led approach to site
identification and deployment. The project therefore has an interest in understanding:

e which site-selection criteria are most predictive of utilisation;
e which site characteristics attract operator interest;

e which locations create the greatest consumer benefit;

e which locations support broader community outcomes; and

e which deployment approaches are most effective across different regional settings.

Those insights are expected to be as valuable as charger utilisation data alone.
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The project is not seeking perfect foresight

Some stakeholder questions appear to seek assurance that every selected site will be successful before
deployment occurs.

That is not a realistic expectation for a trial.
Indeed, if every outcome were known in advance, there would be little value in conducting a trial.
The more appropriate question is whether the project has:

e astructured site-selection methodology;

e appropriate stakeholder engagement;

e mechanisms to gather operational and consumer data;
e safeguards to protect contestability; and

e transparent reporting obligations.

Essential Energy considers that the project provides those safeguards, while still leaving room for genuine
learning and evidence generation.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY

e The project will utilise a DNSP-developed site identification tool together with local council engagement.
e Sites will be tendered to Charge Point Operators as part of the project model.

e The projectincludes formal engagement with Local Council Reference Groups and CPO forums.

e The trial includes utilisation reporting, operational reporting and consumer behaviour reporting
obligations.

e The waiver application includes safeguards intended to avoid deployment where active commercial
interest already exists.

PRINCIPLES THAT WILL GUIDE SITE SELECTION

e Focus on underserved regional locations.

e Consider local community needs alongside network capability.

e |Leverage existing network condition based asset replacement activities.
e Engage councils and market participants early.

e Avoid displacing existing commercial deployment.

o Use deployment experience to continuously improve site selection.

e Measure outcomes using actual utilisation and consumer feedback rather than assumptions.
MATTERS TO BE DETERMINED THROUGH THE TRIAL

e Which site characteristics are most strongly associated with utilisation.
e Which site characteristics attract the greatest CPO participation.

e How local travel patterns influence charging demand.

e Whether community charging usage differs between regional centres, smaller towns and tourist
destinations.

e Which locations provide the greatest consumer and community benefit.
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Theme 5 — Why is a waiver required and why is the proposed approach
appropriate?

KEY MESSAGE

The waiver is sought to permit the provision of a third-party access service, not to permit ownership of
infrastructure or participation in retail charging markets. Contestable customer-facing services
remain with the market.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME

This theme addresses questions concerning the need for a ring-fencing waiver, the interaction between the
proposal and the Ring-fencing Guideline, and the safeguards intended to protect competition and
consumers.

Relevant questions include:

1.  Whyis a waiver required at all?

Why can't the trial proceed within the existing ring-fencing framework?

Why should the AER permit Essential Energy to own charging infrastructure?
Would approving this waiver weaken ring-fencing protections?

Would the proposal crowd out private investment?

Why should the AER approve another waiver when there is an ongoing debate regarding DNSP involvement
in EV charging infrastructure?

How is this proposal different from broader proposals concerning DNSP participation in EV charging
markets?

What safeguards prevent Essential Energy from leveraging its regulated position to gain a competitive
advantage?

How can the AER be confident that regulated customers will not fund the trial?

Is this simply the beginning of a permanent DNSP role in EV charging infrastructure?

RESPONSE
Essential Energy recognises that ring-fencing exists for an important purpose.

The Ring-fencing Guideline protects consumers and promotes efficient competition by preventing
Distribution Network Service Providers from using their regulated monopoly position to gain an unfair
advantage in contestable markets. Essential Energy supports those objectives.

Indeed, the proposed structure of the Plug and Play trial has been specifically designed to preserve those
principles whilst allowing a carefully controlled and time-bound trial to proceed.

The issue before the AER is therefore not whether ring-fencing is important. The issue is whether a limited
waiver should be granted to facilitate an ARENA-funded evidence-generating trial that has been designed
with extensive competition safeguards and no regulated customer funding.

The waiver is necessary because Stream 2 involves the provision of an access service

The waiver is required because Stream 2 involves Essential Energy providing a third-party access service to
EV charging infrastructure installed within its network assets, for the purpose of enabling third parties to
provide contestable EV charging services to end users.
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The relevant service for ring-fencing purposes is not the ownership, installation or maintenance of the
physical infrastructure itself. Those activities are inputs to the access service. The relevant service is the
provision of access to that infrastructure for use by third parties in providing contestable charging services.

This distinction is important.

Throughout this application it is important to distinguish between the physical infrastructure, the inputs
used to support that infrastructure, and the regulated service requiring the waiver. The waiver application
concerns the access service, not ownership of the infrastructure itself. Ring-fencing obligations apply to the
services provided by a DNSP. They do not, of themselves, prohibit a DNSP from owning, installing or
maintaining assets. The application therefore does not seek a waiver to own assets as such. It seeks a
waiver to permit Essential Energy to provide the access service that allows third-party CPOs or retailers to
use that infrastructure to deliver contestable EV charging services.

This is consistent with the waiver application, which identifies the relevant service as facilitating third-party
access to EV charging infrastructure installed within Essential Energy’s network assets. It is also consistent
with the draft response to the AER, which distinguishes between capital and operating inputs and the service
provided to customers for a price.

What the waiver does not authorise
The waiver does not authorise Essential Energy to provide retail EV charging services.

In particular, it does not permit Essential Energy to:

retail electricity to EV drivers;

e setretail charging prices;

e Dill EV drivers;

e manage customer accounts; or

e undertake customer-facing EV charging services.

Those functions remain contestable and are to be performed by third-party CPOs, retailers or other relevant
market participants. The waiver application states that CPOs and retailers remain responsible for retail,
pricing, billing, branding and customer-facing services, and that the waiver is sought solely to enable the
access service.

Why this distinction matters
This framing avoids three misunderstandings.

First, it avoids suggesting that DNSP ownership of an asset is itself prohibited. The application expressly
states that the National Electricity Rules do not prohibit DNSP ownership or installation of EV charging
infrastructure, and that the relevant constraint arises from the Ring-fencing Guideline’s treatment of third-
party access services as “other services”.

Second, it avoids implying that Essential Energy is seeking permission to participate in the retail charging
market. The relevant function is infrastructure access; customer-facing charging services remain with CPOs
and retailers.

Third, it keeps the AER focused on the correct regulatory question: whether Essential Energy should be
permitted, on a time-bound and ring-fenced basis, to provide third-party access to infrastructure in
circumstances where the contestable market has not delivered coordinated outcomes between charging
availability and EV adoption. The application frames the regulatory question in substantially those terms.
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THE SERVICE BEING ASSESSED IS THE ACCESS SERVICE

Infrastructure inputs should not be conflated with services. A recurring theme in consultation responses is
the tendency to conflate infrastructure ownership, infrastructure installation, infrastructure maintenance
and service provision.

For regulatory purposes, those concepts should be distinguished.

The Ring-fencing Guideline regulates services provided by DNSPs. It does not generally regulate the
ownership of physical assets or the capital and operating inputs used to provide those services. There is an
important distinction between the inputs used to provide a service and the service itself.

Accordingly, the question before the AER is not whether Essential Energy should be permitted to own EV
charging infrastructure.

Nor is the question whether Essential Energy should be permitted to install or maintain EV charging
infrastructure.

The relevant question is whether Essential Energy should be permitted to provide a third-party access
service in respect of that infrastructure.

This distinction is reflected throughout the waiver application, which consistently identifies the relevant
service as facilitating third-party access to EV charging infrastructure installed within Essential Energy's
network assets. The application further states that the National Electricity Rules do not prohibit DNSP
ownership or installation of EV charging infrastructure, and that the relevant regulatory constraint arises
from the treatment of third-party access services as "other services" under the Ring-fencing Guideline.

Maintaining this distinction is important because it ensures that the waiver application is assessed against
the actual service requiring regulatory consideration, rather than against assumptions about asset
ownership or infrastructure deployment more broadly.

The proposal should be assessed on its specific characteristics

Some consultation responses appear to treat this trial as though it were a broader proposal to permanently
expand DNSP participation in EV charging markets. Essential Energy does not consider that to be the
appropriate lens through which to assess the application.

The AER is being asked to consider a specific proposal with specific safeguards.
Those safeguards include:

e ARENA funding and shareholder funding, rather than regulated customer funding;
e norecovery through network charges;

e no inclusioninthe RAB;

e no retail or customer-facing role;

e competitive access arrangements for operators;

e public knowledge-sharing obligations;

e independent reporting requirements;

e adefined trial scope; and

e adefined end point.

The application should therefore be assessed on its own merits.
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The proposal is designed to enable competition, not replace it

A recurring concern raised during consultation is whether DNSP involvement will crowd out private
investment. Essential Energy recognises that concern.

However, the proposed model has been intentionally designed around contestable delivery. The project
relies upon participation by CPOs where they remain responsible for delivering customer-facing services
and are expected to access the infrastructure through competitive processes. The project therefore seeks to
reduce infrastructure barriers whilst preserving competition in the services provided to consumers.

In this sense, the proposal should not be viewed as replacing the market.

Rather, it seeks to test whether shared infrastructure can facilitate greater market participation in locations
where investment has remained limited.

The proposal is proportionate to the problem being addressed

The trialis limited in scope. The project includes approximately 300 Stream 2 composite charging columns
and approximately 1,000 Stream 1 pre-enabled poles across one of Australia's largest distribution footprints.

This scale should be considered in context. The project is not intended to establish a statewide charging
business. Nor is it intended to displace investment in established charging segments.

Rather, it is designed to test specific set of hypotheses regarding deployment barriers and charging access
within a relatively small subset of the broader EV charging market.

The limited nature of the proposal is itself an important safeguard.
The proposal supports the objectives of ring-fencing

A common misconception is that granting a waiver necessarily undermines the objectives of ring-fencing.
Essential Energy does not agree with that proposition.

Essential Energy agrees that Ring-fencing exists to protect consumers and competition. The proposed
safeguards are specifically directed toward those objectives.

The trial:

e preserves contestability of customer-facing services;
e prevents recovery of costs from regulated customers;
e requires transparent reporting and oversight;

e seeks to reduce barriers to market participation;

e generates evidence regarding market impacts; and

includes a defined end point.
Accordingly, the waiver should not be viewed as an exception to the objectives of ring-fencing.

Rather, it represents a controlled mechanism through which those objectives can be maintained whilst
enabling a trial intended to improve understanding of regional charging markets.
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This application is not seeking to determine future policy

Finally, it is important to distinguish this waiver application from broader policy discussions concerning the
future role of DNSPs in EV charging infrastructure. The application does not ask the AER to determine that
future role. Nor does it ask the AER to endorse any particular long-term ownership model.

The application seeks permission to conduct a controlled trial and generate evidence.

Future policy decisions can then be informed by the evidence generated through that trial, together with
future regulatory consultation and stakeholder engagement.

The waiver is therefore best understood as an evidence-generating mechanism rather than a policy
outcome.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY

Stream 2 requires a waiver because Essential Energy proposes to provide a third-party access service in
respect of EV charging infrastructure installed within its network assets, enabling third parties to provide
contestable EV charging services. The relevant service is the access service, not the ownership,
installation or maintenance of the physical infrastructure itself.

Essential Energy will not undertake retail, pricing, billing or customer-facing EV charging services. Those
functions will remain contestable and are intended to be undertaken by Charge Point Operators, retailers
or other relevant market participants.

ARENA funding and shareholder funding are proposed, with no recovery through network charges or
inclusion in the RAB.

The proposal includes extensive public reporting, operational reporting and knowledge-sharing
obligations through the ARENA funding framework.

The waiver application does not seek permission for Essential Energy to participate in contestable EV
charging markets. It seeks permission to provide a third-party access service that enables others to
provide those contestable services.

Stream 1 does not require a waiver because the relevant third-party access service is not being provided
by Essential Energy. Under Stream 1, third parties deploy, own and operate their own charging
infrastructure and provide their own contestable EV charging services. The Stream 2 waiver application is
required because Stream 2 introduces an additional access service in respect of Essential Energy-owned
infrastructure.

PRINCIPLES THAT JUSTIFY THE WAIVER

Preserve contestability of customer-facing EV charging services.

Avoid cross-subsidisation between regulated and unregulated activities.
Protect regulated customers from funding contestable services.
Maintain transparency through public reporting and knowledge sharing.
Facilitate evidence generation and industry learning.

Support market participation rather than displace it.

Limit the trialin scope, duration and geographic focus.

Focus on underserved regional markets where deployment remains limited.
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MATTERS THE TRIAL WILL HELP DETERMINE

e Whether reducing infrastructure and deployment barriers increases participation by contestable market
participants.

e Whether shared infrastructure models can support contestable service provision in locations where
commercial deployment has remained limited.

e Whether Charge Point Operators are willing to utilise the access model and under what conditions.
e Whether consumers derive measurable benefits from improved charging accessibility and availability.

e Whether public charging availability influences consumer behaviour, travel confidence or EV adoption in
regional communities.

e Whether the proposed safeguards appropriately preserve competition while enabling innovation and
evidence generation.

e Which deployment models are most effective in different regional circumstances.
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Theme 6 — Why is the trial designed the way it is?

KEY MESSAGE

The trial has been deliberately designed to compare different deployment models, infrastructure
environments and delivery pathways so that future decisions can be informed by evidence rather than
assumptions.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME

1.  Why are there two separate streams?

Why not simply focus on reducing barriers for private investment?
Why are approximately 1,000 poles being pre-enabled?

Why are approximately 300 Stream 2 charging assets being proposed?
How were those numbers determined?

Why is the rollout staged?

Why not deploy everything immediately?

Why is council engagement embedded in the design?

Why is a CPO reference group embedded in the design?

Why not adopt a single deployment model rather than testing alternatives?

Central message

The trial has intentionally been designed to compare alternative approaches to charging deployment. Itis
not structured around a predetermined conclusion.

Rather, the project contains multiple design features intended to test different hypotheses regarding
deployment barriers, market participation, consumer behaviour and infrastructure utilisation.

The two streams also test different infrastructure delivery models
The two streams also reflect fundamentally different infrastructure environments and delivery methods.

Stream 1 is centred on existing distribution poles supplied via overhead electricity networks. This reflects
the conventional pole-mounted charging model that has been widely discussed throughout the EV charging
industry and is likely to be familiar to many stakeholders. It tests whether reducing deployment barriers and
pre-enabling existing network assets can support greater contestable deployment of charging infrastructure.

Stream 2 addresses a different challenge. It focuses on locations supplied by underground electricity
networks, where conventional pole-mounted deployment is either unavailable or less suitable. The project
documentation notes that some communities cannot practically utilise the Stream 1 solution because
overhead distribution poles are not available. For example, in the town of Orange, NSW, the network is
underground and the Stream 1 solution is not available.

The two streams therefore allow the trial to compare not only different market and infrastructure models, but
also different physical deployment environments.

Stream 2 tests an Australian innovation in public infrastructure

The existence of Stream 2 is therefore not solely explained by ownership arrangements. Stream 2 is also
testing a different infrastructure platform, a different supply environment and a different deployment
pathway.
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The project is built around composite streetlight column technology that has been designed, prototyped and
trialled by Essential Energy and its technology partners to safely accommodate EV charging equipment
within public lighting assets. These composite streetlight columns have been designed and trialled to house
EV chargers and provide a platform for future shared infrastructure applications.

The project documentation also identifies several potential advantages of the integrated streetlight column
approach, including preserving visual amenity, avoiding additional street furniture and utilising existing
electricity supply infrastructure in underground network areas. Composite columns also have a longer life
than their steel or wood counterparts, resulting in lower operational costs over the life of the asset. The
waiver application further notes that streetlight charging may provide an attractive solution in locations
where traditional pole-mounted charging infrastructure is not feasible or where communities wish to
minimise additional infrastructure within public spaces.

Why Essential Energy is well placed to undertake this trial

A further reason for including Stream 2 is that Essential Energy already owns and maintains substantial
public lighting infrastructure across regional NSW and provides public lighting services in accordance with
the NSW Public Lighting Code. Public lighting forms part of Essential Energy's public lighting service
obligations. Essential Energy owns and maintains approximately 167,000 public lighting luminaires and
approximately 79,000 dedicated streetlight columns for more than 90 public lighting customers, including
local councils.

This means the project can leverage existing expertise, asset management capability and operational
experience associated with public lighting infrastructure.

It also allows the trial to explore whether streetlight-based charging infrastructure could represent a
practical future option for councils and communities seeking to integrate additional services into public
lighting assets. Overseas experience demonstrates that public lighting infrastructure can act as a platform
for a broader range of community services. The purpose of the trial is not to predetermine whether that
model should be adopted in NSW, but rather to generate evidence regarding its technical, operational and
commercial viability in Australian conditions.

Why 1,000 poles and 300 chargers?

The objective was not to determine the optimal number of chargers for regional NSW. Rather, the project
was designed at a scale considered sufficient to generate meaningful operational, commercial and
consumer evidence across a diverse range of regional communities and deployment environments. The
projectis intended to test deployment approaches across a network area covering approximately 95% of
NSW and many distinct regional market segments. The objective is not to establish the final number of
chargers regional NSW requires. The objective is to generate evidence from a meaningful trial scale.

Why staged deployment?
A staged rollout provides several advantages.
It allows:

e learnings from earlier deployments to inform later deployments;
e councils and CPOs to provide feedback;

e site-selection methodologies to improve over time;

e utilisation patterns to be observed progressively; and

e risks to be managed in a controlled manner.
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Importantly, the ARENA project itself has milestone-based deployment and reporting obligations, reflecting
the expectation that implementation and learning occur iteratively rather than all at once.

Why embed councils and CPOs?
The project recognises that successful deployment is not simply a technical exercise.

The ARENA funded project establishes Local Council Reference Groups and a CPO Forum as formal project
governance mechanisms. These groups are intended to inform site selection, provide feedback on the
rollout methodology and contribute to project learning.

This reflects another important principle:

The trialis not testing infrastructure in isolation. It is testing how infrastructure delivery interacts with
communities, councils and market participants.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY
e The project comprises two separate but complementary streams.

e The projectincludes approximately 1,000 pre-enabled poles and approximately 300 integrated charging
assets.

e Therolloutis milestone-based and staged.

e |ocal Council Reference Groups and a CPO Forum are established components of the project
governance framework.

Principles guiding the trial design

e Compare alternative approaches rather than assume a single solution.

e Generate evidence across diverse regional settings.

e |Incorporate stakeholder feedback into deployment decisions.

e |earn progressively through staged implementation.

e Create knowledge that is transferable beyond the trial itself.

e Ensure the scale of the trial is sufficient to generate meaningful evidence.
Matters the trial will help determine

e Whetherreducing barriers alone is sufficient in some markets.

e Whether shared infrastructure is required in some markets.

¢ Which deployment models are most effective in different regional contexts.
e Which site-selection methodologies produce the strongest outcomes.

e How councils, CPOs and consumers influence deployment success.

e Whether lessons from the trial can inform future industry practice, regulatory frameworks or deployment
models.
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Theme 7 — What learnings is the trial intended to generate?

KEY MESSAGE

The primary output of the trial is not charging infrastructure - it is evidence. Success should be
measured by the quality of the learnings generated regarding consumer behaviour, deployment
models, market participation and regional charging outcomes.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME
This theme addresses questions concerning:

e \What the trial is intended to achieve;

e How outcomes will be measured;

e \What data will be collected;

e How Stream 1 and Stream 2 will be compared;

e Whether the trial is successful if initial hypotheses are not validated;
e Whatinformation will be shared with industry; and

e Why the proposed trial duration is necessary to generate meaningful evidence.
Relevant questions include:

1. How will Essential Energy measure whether the trial affects EV uptake, charger utilisation, range anxiety
and market participation?

What baseline data will be collected?

How will Essential Energy distinguish the effect of the trial from other factors?

How will the two streams provide a meaningful comparison?

What learnings are expected from the trial?

What data will be shared publicly?

How will the trial determine whether deployment barriers are being reduced?

What does success look like?

Would a result contrary to Essential Energy's expectations still be considered a successful outcome?

Why is ARENA funding this project?

RESPONSE
The Plug and Play trial is an ARENA-funded innovation and knowledge-sharing project.

Accordingly, the purpose of the trial is not simply to deploy charging infrastructure. The purpose is to
generate evidence regarding deployment barriers, consumer behaviour, commercial participation,
infrastructure utilisation and alternative delivery models, and to share that evidence with industry,
governments and regulators through ARENA's knowledge-sharing framework.

This distinction is important.

The trial should not be assessed solely by reference to how many chargers are installed, how many charging
sessions occur, or whether a particular hypothesis is ultimately validated.
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Rather, the trial is intended to improve understanding of:

the barriers to charging deployment in regional communities;

how consumers respond to public charging infrastructure;

how Charge Point Operators respond to different deployment models;

whether reducing infrastructure and deployment barriers increases participation;
how charging infrastructure is utilised across different regional environments;
what operational and maintenance challenges arise; and

what lessons can be applied more broadly across Australia.

Multiple forms of learning are expected

The value of the trial extends beyond charger utilisation. The project is intended to generate learnings across
several dimensions.

Consumer behaviour

The trial will provide insights into:

charging behaviour;

charging preferences;

regional travel patterns;

utilisation of public charging infrastructure;
perceptions regarding charging availability; and

user experiences and barriers.

Consumer behaviour is a specific area of focus under the ARENA knowledge-sharing framework and will be
examined through public reporting and stakeholder engagement activities.

Market participation

The trial will generate information regarding:

CPO participation;

responses to different deployment models;
commercial viability considerations;
deployment barriers;

procurement approaches; and

the extent to which reduced infrastructure costs support investment decisions.

Deployment and operational performance

The trial will also generate practical information regarding:

site selection methodologies;
deployment timelines;

infrastructure reliability;
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e maintenance requirements;
e utilisation patterns;

e technology performance; and
e regional delivery models.

Success should not be reduced to a single metric
The trialis not predicated on a single success measure.

Evidence that challenges an initial assumption is no less valuable than evidence that confirms it. The
purpose of the trial is to reduce uncertainty, not to validate a predetermined conclusion. The value of the
trial does not depend upon any particular outcome being observed. Findings that validate expectations and
findings that challenge expectations are equally capable of informing future policy, regulatory and
commercial decisions.

Accordingly, the project should be viewed as an evidence-generating exercise rather than as a program
designed to validate a predetermined conclusion.

The two-stream structure supports comparative learning
One of the major sources of value in the project is the existence of Stream 1 and Stream 2.

The two streams allow comparison between:

infrastructure enablement;

e shared infrastructure;

e different deployment environments;
e different delivery approaches; and

o different forms of market participation.

This comparative element is an important feature of the trial and is expected to assist in identifying which
approaches are more effective in particular circumstances.

ARENA knowledge-sharing obligations

Consistent with ARENA's role in supporting demonstration projects, the Plug and Play trial has been
designed to share lessons and evidence with industry, governments, regulators and other stakeholders
wherever appropriate. This includes:

e public lessons-learned reporting;

e stakeholder engagement reporting;

e infrastructure and deployment reporting;
e consumer behaviour reporting;

e operational performance reporting; and

e public dissemination of project learnings.
The purpose of this framework is to ensure that lessons from the trial are available to:

e industry participants;

e governments;
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e councils;
e policy makers; and

e regulators.
The trial therefore delivers value beyond Essential Energy itself.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY
e The projectis an ARENA-funded knowledge-sharing trial.
e The projectincludes structured reporting and public dissemination obligations.

e The projectisintended to generate information regarding deployment barriers, consumer behaviour and
market participation.

e Stream 1 and Stream 2 provide a comparative learning framework.

e Consumer behaviour and utilisation are explicit areas of interest.

PRINCIPLES THAT WILL GUIDE EVALUATION

e Learnings that challenge assumptions are as valuable as learnings that validate assumptions.
e Success should be assessed across multiple dimensions rather than a single KPI.

e Consumer behaviour should be measured rather than assumed.

o Trial outcomes should be shared publicly wherever possible.

e Future decisions should be informed by evidence generated through the trial.
MATTERS THE TRIAL WILL HELP DETERMINE

e How consumers interact with regional public charging infrastructure.

e Whether improved charging availability affects consumer confidence and behaviour.
e Whether deployment barriers can be reduced.

e How CPOs respond to alternative deployment models.

e Which delivery models perform best in different environments.

e Which site characteristics are associated with stronger outcomes.

e Whether the trial hypotheses are supported, partially supported or not supported by the evidence.
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Theme 8 - Metering, market participation and regulatory compliance

KEY MESSAGE

The waiver application does not seek to modify the Chapter 7 metering framework. Any solution
deployed under the trial will comply with applicable metering and metrology requirements, with final
technology choices determined through procurement and market development processes.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME
This theme addresses questions concerning:

e Chapter 7 compliance;

e NMIl creation;

e FRMPresponsibilities;

e Metering Coordinator (MC) appointment;

e Metering Provider (MP) and Metering Data Provider (MDP) responsibilities;
e Type 4 and Type 9 metering;

e pattern approval and metrology requirements;

e replacement of metering installations;

e physical access to infrastructure;

e future market arrangements; and

e how the trial will interact with existing market frameworks.
Relevant questions include:

1.  How will the trial comply with Chapter 7 of the National Electricity Rules (NER)?

Who will create the National Metering Identifier (NMI) and when?

Who is the customer and who appoints the Financially Responsible Market Participant (FRMP)?
How are Metering Coordinator (MC) appointment rights protected?

Can metering installations be replaced or upgraded?

What type of metering will be used?

Will Type 4 or Type 9 metering be utilised?

How will pattern approval and metrology obligations be addressed?

What safeguards prevent activation outside market processes?

How does physical access to network assets interact with contestable metering arrangements?
RESPONSE

A number of the metering questions appear to proceed from an assumption that Essential Energy is
proposing an alternative metering framework or a departure from Chapter 7 of the NER.

That is not the case.
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The Plug and Play trial does not seek any modification to the metering framework established under the NER.
Nor does it seek any alteration to the allocation of market roles and responsibilities under Chapter 7.

Any charging infrastructure ultimately deployed under the trial will be required to comply with the NER,
applicable metrology requirements and National Measurement Institute requirements applicable at the time
of installation and activation.

The waiver is not a metering waiver
The first point to recognise is that the waiver application does not concern metering.

The waiver is sought in respect of a third-party access service associated with EV charging infrastructure
installed within Essential Energy's network assets. It is not a request to vary Chapter 7. It is not a request to
vary metrology procedures.

It is not a request to vary market participant responsibilities.

And it is not a request to vary the rights of customers, FRMPs, MCs, Metering Providers or Meter Data
Providers.

The question before the AER is whether Essential Energy should be permitted to provide the relevant access
service. The question is not whether Chapter 7 should apply.

Infrastructure should not be conflated with market participation
Arecurring theme throughout the metering questions is a tendency to conflate:

e infrastructure deployment;
e metering activation;
e market participation; and

e customer service provision.

These activities occur at different stages and involve different parties.
Essential Energy may install charging infrastructure as part of the trial.
That infrastructure may exist in a non-market-active state.

Market participation only occurs once the relevant market participant elects to activate the site in
accordance with the applicable market arrangements.

The physical existence of charging infrastructure does not itself create a metering arrangement, a customer
relationship or a settlement relationship.

Those matters arise through the operation of the existing Chapter 7 framework.
Existing market roles remain unchanged

The trial does not alter existing market roles.

Accordingly:

o FRMP responsibilities remain unchanged.

e MC responsibilities remain unchanged.

e MPresponsibilities remain unchanged.
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e MDP responsibilities remain unchanged.

All market roles remain subject to the ordinary appointment and operational arrangements contemplated by
Chapter 7. The trial does not seek to confer those roles upon Essential Energy.

Nor does it alter the rights of the relevant parties to appoint, replace or manage those roles in accordance
with the rules.

Metering configuration has not yet been determined
A number of questions seek definitive answers regarding:

e Type 4 metering;

e Type 9 metering;

e pattern approval pathways;
e hardware capability; and

e final metering architecture.

At this stage, those decisions have not been made as the project remains in the proposal and design phase
with:

¢ No final metering technology has been selected.
e No final hardware supplier has been selected.
e No procurement process has been completed.

e No final operational design has been established.

Accordingly, it is not possible to provide a definitive implementation pathway for a metering solution that has
not yet been procured.

What can be stated with certainty is that any metering solution ultimately deployed must comply with the
applicable regulatory framework in force at the time.

The implementation timeframe allows the market to mature

It is important to recognise that the project remains in the proposal and design phase and that deployment
will occur progressively through to the final implementation milestone in 2028.

Essential Energy acknowledges that some aspects of the metering framework relevant to EV charging
infrastructure, including newer metering approaches enabled through recent rule changes, are still emerging
and that the market for associated products and service providers is currently developing.

However, the project does not require those arrangements to be implemented today.
The implementation timeframe provides an opportunity for:

e metering products to mature;

e complianttechnology solutions to become more widely available;
e service provider capability to develop;

e commercial offerings to emerge; and

e market participants to respond to the opportunities created by the evolving regulatory framework.
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Accordingly, it would be premature to assume that the availability of compliant metering solutions should be
assessed based on current market conditions rather than the conditions that will exist at the time of
deployment.

Essential Energy's intention is straightforward:

Any charging infrastructure deployed under the trial will utilise a metering solution that is fully
compliant with the NER, applicable metrology requirements and National Measurement Institute
requirements at the time of installation and activation.

The project does not seek any exemption from those requirements, nor does it depend upon Essential
Energy developing metering capabilities internally.

Rather, procurement processes, technology selection and engagement with market participants will enable
compliant solutions and service providers to be sourced from the market as the project progresses.

For this reason, questions regarding the detailed implementation pathway for specific metering
technologies should be viewed in the context of a project that remains pre-procurement and several years
from full deployment.

The trial is technology-neutral

The trialis not seeking approval for a particular metering technology. References within the application to
potential metering approaches are intended to demonstrate that compliant implementation pathways exist.

They are not intended to predetermine the final solution. The final metering architecture will be informed by:

e procurement outcomes;

e technology availability;

e market engagement;

e commercial considerations; and

e the applicable regulatory framework at the time of deployment.
The waiver therefore does not depend upon any particular metering technology.
Physical access and contestability are different issues

Some questions also appear to assume that contestability requires unrestricted physical access to
infrastructure located within network assets. Essential Energy does not agree that those issues should be
conflated.

The contestability of market services is governed by the NER. Access to equipment located within network
and public lighting infrastructure is governed by:

e network safety obligations;

e assetintegrity requirements;
e accreditation requirements;
e operational procedures; and

e obligations arising under the NSW Public Lighting Code and related frameworks. Essential Energy owns
and maintains significant public lighting infrastructure under these arrangements and access to those
assets is already managed through established operational and safety frameworks.
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Accordingly, physical access requirements do not alter the allocation of market responsibilities under
Chapter 7.

They simply reflect the practical reality that electrical infrastructure located within network assets must
continue to be operated safely and in accordance with applicable obligations.

The waiver application does not seek to modify the Chapter 7 metering framework.
Infrastructure located within Essential Energy network and public lighting assets

Some stakeholder questions appear to assume that because contestable services may be provided using
the charging infrastructure, all related physical infrastructure must be directly accessible by contestable
service providers. Essential Energy does not consider that conclusion follows.

The proposed charging infrastructure is located within, mounted on, or integrated with Essential Energy
network and public lighting assets. Those assets are subject to established safety, access, maintenance and
operational requirements. Physical access to those assets must therefore be managed consistently with
Essential Energy’s network safety obligations, asset integrity requirements, accreditation processes, public
lighting obligations and operational procedures.

This does not alter the contestability of customer-facing EV charging services, metering roles or market
participant responsibilities. Rather, it recognises the practical distinction between contestable market
services and physical access to DNSP-owned network or public lighting infrastructure.

The trialis therefore designed so that third-party CPOs and relevant market participants can provide
contestable services, while Essential Energy continues to manage physical asset access and safety risks
associated with infrastructure located within its poles, columns and public lighting assets.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY

e The trial will proceed in compliance with Chapter 7 and applicable metrology requirements.
e The waiver application does not seek any modification to the National Electricity Rules.

e The waiver application does not seek any modification to market role responsibilities.

e The waiver application concerns a third-party access service rather than a metering service.
e Essential Energy will not undertake customer-facing charging services.

e Accessto infrastructure located within network and public lighting assets will continue to be governed by
applicable safety and operational requirements.

PRINCIPLES THAT WILL GUIDE IMPLEMENTATION

e Full compliance with the National Electricity Rules.

e Full compliance with applicable metrology requirements.

e Preservation of existing market roles and responsibilities.

e Technology neutrality during the desigh and procurement process.

e Separation of infrastructure provision from contestable charging services.
e Maintenance of network safety and asset integrity requirements.
MATTERS TO BE DETERMINED THROUGH IMPLEMENTATION

e Final metering technology selection.

e Final procurement outcomes.
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e Final hardware supplier selection.
e Detailed implementation arrangements.
e Operational procedures associated with the selected technology.

e The practical application of future market and metering reforms that may occur during the trial period.
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Theme 9 - Why is a seven-year waiver required and what happens after
the trial?

KEY MESSAGE

The proposed duration reflects the time required to deploy infrastructure, observe outcomes and
deliver the knowledge-sharing obligations that ARENA is funding the project to produce. The trial has a
defined end point, but it does not predetermine the future ownership or governance model.

QUESTIONS ADDRESSED UNDER THIS THEME
This theme addresses questions concerning:

1. Why is Essential Energy requesting a seven-year waiver period?

Why is the proposed waiver period longer than the ARENA funding milestone?
Why is a shorter duration not sufficient?

What learnings require a longer operational period?

What happens when the trial finishes?

Will Essential Energy continue to own the infrastructure after the trial?

Could the infrastructure be transferred to third parties?

Could councils take ownership of the infrastructure?

Could the infrastructure be removed?

Is the trial intended to establish a permanent DNSP role in EV charging infrastructure?

RESPONSE

A number of consultation questions focus on the proposed seven-year waiver period and appear to assume
that the primary purpose of the trial is the deployment of charging infrastructure.

That is not the case.

The purpose of the trialis to generate evidence regarding deployment models, consumer behaviour, market
participation, utilisation and operational performance. While infrastructure deployment is an important
enabler, the primary value of the project arises from the information generated after deployment occurs.

Accordingly, the duration of the waiver should be considered in the context of the full lifecycle of the project
rather than simply the installation period.

Why the waiver period extends beyond deployment

A number of the questions regarding waiver duration appear to focus on the timing of infrastructure
deployment and the final ARENA milestone.

While infrastructure deployment is an important part of the project, it is not the primary purpose of the trial.

Infrastructure deployment occurs progressively through the implementation phase, with project milestones
extending until 2028. Those ARENA project milestones contemplate reporting on learnings regarding
infrastructure delivery in mid-2028, thereafter with ongoing reporting obligation extending into the
operational life of the infrastructure assets

Consolidated response to AER and Page 38 of 43
Z#=y stakeholder Plug and Play questions 02 July 2026



Importantly, many of the learnings sought through the trial cannot be generated until infrastructure has been
installed and operating for a meaningful period.

For example, the projectis intended to generate insights regarding:

e consumer behaviour and charging preferences;
e utilisation patterns;

e regionaltravel behaviour;

e operator participation;

e infrastructure performance and reliability;

e maintenance requirements;

e sijte selection methodologies; and

o the effectiveness of alternative deployment models.

These outcomes can only be observed once deployment has occurred and sufficient operating history has
been established.

Accordingly, the proposed waiver period is not driven solely by the time required to construct infrastructure.
It reflects the time required for the trial to produce the evidence, reports and knowledge-sharing outcomes
that ARENA is funding the project to generate. The value of the trial lies not only in the assets installed, but in
the learnings produced and shared with industry, governments and regulators.

A waiver period that concluded shortly after deployment would substantially reduce the ability of the trial to
deliver those intended outcomes. It would truncate the operational observation period and limit the
usefulness of the evidence generated through the project.

For this reason, the proposed duration should be viewed as supporting the full lifecycle of the trial —
deployment, operation, evaluation and knowledge sharing — rather than simply supporting the installation
of charging infrastructure.

The objective of the trialis not to install chargers by 2028. The objective is to generate
and share evidence through the operation of those chargers.

The proposal does not predetermine the end-state

The trial has a defined end point. However, it does not predetermine what future arrangements should look
like after that point.

A number of consultation questions seek certainty regarding future ownership arrangements and long-term
infrastructure outcomes. Essential Energy considers those questions premature.

The project has not been designed around a predetermined future ownership model. Nor has it been
designed around a predetermined future regulatory outcome. One of the central purposes of the trialis to
inform those decisions through evidence.

Accordingly, Essential Energy has not assumed that:

e the infrastructure will remain in DNSP ownership;
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e the infrastructure will transfer to CPOs;
e the infrastructure will transfer to councils;
e the infrastructure will be replicated elsewhere; or

e acontinuing DNSP role will exist.

Each of those outcomes remains possible and would need to be assessed in light of the evidence generated
during the trial, the regulatory framework applying at the time and stakeholder preferences.

Future arrangements will need to consider public lighting and network obligations

One matter that can be stated with confidence is that future arrangements will need to reflect the practical
realities of infrastructure located within public lighting and network assets.

Essential Energy currently owns and maintains substantial public lighting infrastructure and provides those
services under the NSW Public Lighting framework for councils and other public lighting customers.

Accordingly, any future ownership, operational or access arrangements would need to take into account:
e network safety obligations;

e public lighting obligations;

e assetaccess requirements;

e councilinterests;

e operational responsibilities; and

e the physical location of the infrastructure within network and public lighting assets.

It is neither necessary nor appropriate to determine those arrangements before the trial has been
undertaken.

The trial is deliberately reversible
An important feature of the proposal is that it is time-bound and reversible.

e The waiver does not:
e create an ongoing entitlement;
e establish a permanent service classification; and

e does not determine future policy.
The waiver simply allows a structured trial to occur.

At the conclusion of the trial, future decisions can be made with the benefit of:

operational data;

e utilisation information;

e consumer behaviour evidence;
o stakeholder feedback;

e council feedback;

e market participation outcomes; and
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e ARENA knowledge-sharing reports.

This is a more robust basis for decision-making than attempting to determine the future structure of the
market before the evidence exists.

WHAT WE KNOW TODAY

e The projectis subject to an ARENA-funded implementation and reporting framework extending to a final
milestone in 2028.

e The waiver soughtis time-bound.

e The projectincludes substantial knowledge-sharing and reporting obligations.

e Future ownership arrangements have not been determined.

e The trial does not assume an ongoing DNSP role.

PRINCIPLES THAT WILL GUIDE FUTURE DECISIONS

e Future decisions should be informed by evidence generated through the trial.

e No future ownership model should be presumed before the trial is completed.

e Consumer, council and market participant feedback should inform future arrangements.

e Future arrangements must continue to respect applicable network safety and public lighting obligations.
e Knowledge-sharing outcomes should be available to assist broader industry decision-making.
MATTERS THE TRIAL WILL HELP DETERMINE

e Whether the tested deployment models create value for consumers and communities.

e Whether market participants are willing to utilise the model.

e Whether public charging infrastructure influences consumer behaviour.

e Whether alternative ownership or operational models may be appropriate in the future.

e Whatrole, if any, should remain for public infrastructure providers following the completion of the trial.

e Whether the benefits observed through the trial justify broader deployment or alternative approaches.

Consolidated response to AER and Page 41 of 43
Z#=y stakeholder Plug and Play questions 02 July 2026



Concluding observations

This response has distinguished between:

e matters known today;
e principles guiding implementation; and

e matters the trialis intended to determine.

A recurring feature of consultation has been requests for certainty regarding consumer behaviour,
deployment outcomes, charging utilisation, commercial participation and future ownership arrangements.

Essential Energy's position is that these matters are not presently known with sufficient certainty and are
themselves subjects of the trial.

The purpose of the waiver application is therefore not to establish a predetermined market outcome. Itis to
enable a controlled, transparent and time-bound trial that can generate evidence regarding deployment
barriers, consumer behaviour, market participation and charging infrastructure delivery in underserved
regional communities.

The application should be assessed in that context.

The question before the AER is not whether future policy outcomes should be predetermined today. The
question is whether a structured trial should be permitted to generate the evidence needed to inform those
future decisions.
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