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stakeholder feedback template
The template below has been developed to enable stakeholders to provide their feedback on the questions posed in the consultation paper and any other issues that they would like to provide feedback on. The AEMC encourages stakeholders to use this template to assist it to consider the views expressed by stakeholders on each issue. Stakeholders should not feel obliged to answer each question, but rather address those issues of particular interest or concern. Further context for the questions can be found in the consultation paper.
To submit this form, follow this link, and select the project reference code RRC0070 or ERC0419.
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CHAPTER 2 – The rule change requests propose changes to the meter testing and inspection framework
Question 1: Do you agree with the issues that the rule change requests identify with current arrangements for testing and inspection?
	a. Do you agree that MCs face challenges in meeting their testing and inspection requirements? For example:
i. accessing customer sites
ii. arranging activities with retailers and large customers to complete testing and inspection activities
iii. recovering the costs of testing and inspection activities.

b. Do you agree that the current process for MCs to obtain test certificates is inefficient?
	[bookmark: Text11]     



Question 2: Do you agree with Yurika’s proposed solution?
	a. Should retailers be allowed to disconnect a large customer’s premises if the MC communicates
that a large customer has failed to ensure that its metering installation is kept in proper working
order?
b. What are the benefits and risks the Commission should consider in assessing this solution?
	[bookmark: Text13]     



Question 3: Do you agree with PLUS ES’ proposed solution?
	a. Is it appropriate for the rules to prescribe that contracts between MCs and retailers or large customers include testing and inspection services? 
	[bookmark: Text17]     



Question 4: Do you agree with Intellihub’s proposed solution?
	a. Should retailers be required to inform large customers that MCs are required to test and inspect metering installations?
b. Should there be a safeguard for cases where a large customer does not fulfil their role in assisting MCs to perform testing obligations?
c. Should retailers be required to arrange supply interruptions to assist MCs in performing testing obligations?
d. Should the previous MC be required to provide a copy of test certificates to the new MC?
	     



Question 5: Do you agree with AEMO’s proposed solution?
	a. Should the definition of ‘metering installation’ in the NER be changed to explicitly refer to a compliant and verified installation?
b. Should retailers be required to assist MCs in meeting their testing and inspection obligations within a specific time?
c. Should the UFE methodology be changed so that retailers with non-compliant metering installations at their connection points would bear a proportionally greater share of UFE? 
· Are there any unintended consequences in changing the allocation of UFE?
d. Should LNSPs be required to provide advance notice of planned outages to assist MCs in planning testing and inspection activities?
	     


CHAPTER 3 – Intellihub propose changes to the exemption framework for malfunctions 
Question 6: Do you agree that there are scenarios where MCs may not be able to repair
malfunctions within the collective timeframes specified in the NER and the exemption
periods?
	a. Do you agree that there are scenarios where MCs cannot repair malfunctions that are:
• individual failures within 30 business days?
• family failures within 140 business days?
	     



Question 7: Do you agree with Intellihub’s proposal for the NER to specify what AEMO must consider in the Exemptions procedure?
	a. Should the NER define scenarios, guidance, or principles that AEMO must consider when considering an MCs’ application for an exemption? If so, what?
b. Should MCs be able to apply for an extension to the exemption period in other circumstance where an instrument transformer is not required to be replaced?
	     


CHAPTER 4 – Making our decision
Question 8: Assessment framework 
	a. Do you agree with the proposed assessment criteria?
b. Are there additional criteria that the Commission should consider or criteria included here that are not relevant?
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