
Essential Services Commission     24 January 2025 
Level 8, 570 Bourke Street 
Melbourne Victoria 3000  
  
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed reduction in Feed-In-Tariff (FiT) 
from 3.3 c/kWh to 0.04 c/kWh effectively a zero FiT. 
 
Again I reiterate from my 22 December 2023 Submission that the proposed reduction is 
not justified by the market trends of negative wholesale prices during peak solar 
generation, and the projections by Frontier Economics being flawed. 
 
There are 4 key points I want to cover. 
 

1. Most retailers have historically set the FiT to minimum. 
2. Projections from Frontier Economics vs. Reality with AEMO data spot price. 
3. The premise “Households can save more by using the solar electricity they 

produce”  
4. PV Installation Numbers a factor in FiT. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
--------------------------------- 
Point 1: Most retailers have historically set the FiT to minimum. 
 
Electricity retailers have historically set the Feed-in Tariff (FiT) at the minimum level, 
offering little incentive for consumers to invest in renewable energy sources like solar 
panels. This practice ensures that retailers benefit financially, while consumers receive 
minimal compensation for the excess energy they feed back into the grid.  
 
For retail energy plans that advertise a higher FiT, the daily supply charge is often 
artificially inflated. This tactic offsets the cost of the higher FiT, meaning consumers end 
up paying more through increased daily charges, undermining the financial benefits of 
higher FiT rates. This practice calls for greater regulatory oversight to protect consumer 
interests. 
 
 
 
 
 







Point 3: The premise “Households can save more by using the solar electricity they 
produce” 
 
I wholly rebut this sentiment. The sole premise that households can save more by using 
the solar electricity they produce requires a nuanced understanding of energy economics 
and market dynamics. While households can generate their own solar power, the 
assertion that this translates into significant savings overlooks several critical factors 
beyond maintenance costs.  
 
Firstly, households are classified as "small-scale generation" are thus face regulatory and 
compliance requirements (whether enforced or not) that can be complex and time-
consuming. PV systems require System health & safety checks every few years, at 
current market rates costing ~$400 
Other costs also not considered as follows: PV panel cleaning ~$12 per panel 

(20*12=$240) 
      System Inverter failure ~10 years, 
       ~$3000, cost of Inverter and Labour 
 
The decentralized nature of small-scale solar generation also means that individual 
households lack the bargaining power of larger entities, leading to less favourable 
buyback rates for excess energy fed back into the grid. Retailers are not incentivised to 
offer competitive rates for this excess energy, as their profit margins depend on the 
differential between buying and selling electricity.  
 
Additionally, the initial investment in solar panels and associated equipment can be 
substantial, and the return on investment (ROI) is influenced by fluctuating energy prices 
and potential changes in government incentives and policies. The variability in solar 
energy production due to weather conditions also necessitates reliance on grid electricity, 
further complicating the potential for consistent savings.  
 
Given that energy retailers are profit-driven entities, their pricing structures and policies 
may not always align with the best interests of consumers. Therefore, while solar 
electricity offers environmental benefits and potential savings, the financial advantages 
for households are not as straightforward as they might appear when considering the 
broader economic context and market forces at play. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 
 
In closing I find the ESC’s attitude toward this review process to be in complete 
contempt to the Victorian Public, akin to smearing faeces and lacquer coating it and 
calling it wood grain. 
 
In the Last review, “Minimum Electricity Feed-in Tariffs from 1 July 2024 FINAL” 
I found a point 6 in the summary very laughable. ‘The commission considered all 
stakeholder submissions in making this final decision.’ Given that my previous 
submission was not addressed at all. 
 
I urge you to reconsider the proposed reduction in FiT and take into account the market 
forces and the discrepancies between the Frontier Economics report and the AER’s 
reports. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
 
 
Referred documents: 
[1]https://aemo.com.au/energy-systems/electricity/national-electricity-market-nem/data-
nem/aggregated-data 
 
[2]https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/electricity-and-gas/prices-tariffs-and-
benchmarks/minimum-feed-tariff/minimum-feed-tariff-review-2022-23#tabs-container2 
 
[3]https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/electricity-and-gas/prices-tariffs-and-
benchmarks/minimum-feed-tariff/minimum-feed-tariff-review-2023-24 
 
[4]https://cer.gov.au/markets/reports-and-data/small-scale-installation-postcode-data 
 




