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Introduction & Purpose
1. Consultation process overview

• What is part D?
• Background to why part D needs reviewing
• Benefits expected
• Process
• Preliminary CBA
• The consultation document & making a submission
• Key areas being addressed 

2. Key area 1: Changes in metering ownership
3. Key area 2: Consumer protection
4. Key area 3: Advances in new metering technology
5. Key area 4: Rules outdated
6. General discussion
7. Wrap up
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What is part D

• History

• Was once as simple as metering and measurement

• Part D enables settlement in the electricity market
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Consultation process overview: 
Why review part D?

1. Different environment than existed in 1999

2. Existing rules internally inconsistent, out of date and ambiguous

3. New metering and communications technology
• New challenges – cyber security
• Extended uses of metering installations
• Metering installations remotely reconfigurable
• Different tariff options, enhanced load mgmt & innovation

4. New regulatory framework required to enable:
• Future development such as smart grids
• Multiple participants interfacing with a metering installation
• Electricity supply alternatives



13

• Introduction of metering participant
• Change of certification obligation
• Audits

• Central database of metering information
• Metering installations

• Responsibility for providing and ensuring compliant installation
• Load control devices
• Meter installation boundary

• Technology changes
• Metering infrastructure concepts
• Security and data access

• Update to standards, rules and codes of practice
• Clear and enforceable

Consultation process overview: 
Some of the major concepts
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Consultation process overview: 
Benefits sought

1. Transparency of information on metering installations that 
enables:
• consumer billing and settlement that is less prone to errors;
• faster switching of consumers between retailers is facilitated, to enable switching time to be 

reduced from the current average of 8 – 10 days; and
• assurance around the compliance and accuracy of metering installations.

2. Rules that integrate and allow for new technology

3. Consumers protected from the risks associated with new 
technology

4. Reduced barriers to implementing demand side participation at 
the metering installation level



15

Consultation process overview: 
Benefits sought continued

5. Responsibilities are better aligned to those best able to manage
them

6. There is greater assurance around the compliance and 
accuracy of metering

7. A set rules that are enforceable

8. Metering installation frequencies are optimised, and

9. Rules that are fit for purpose for now and beyond (i.e. future 
proofed)
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Process

Aug 08 Consultation on need to review Part D 
(issues & possible options identified)

�
Dec 08 Initial Board approval

�
Jan – Feb 09 Project planning

�
Feb – July 09 Issues & options investigated 

(Industry Reference Group)
�

Aug 09 Proposed new rules principles developed    
�

Sept –Nov 09 Industry consultation process
(proposed options)

�
Dec 09 Board approval to commence drafting

�
Jan 09 – April 10 Legal drafting of new rules

�
May 10 Industry consultation on proposed new rules

�
Aug/Sept 10 Board approval of new rules

�
Oct / Nov 10 Minister approval of new rules

Implementation

Complete

In Progress

Next Steps
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Implementation

• Implementation period to allow participants and 
service providers time to adjust processes

• Determine period once this stage completed
• Want feedback from industry re implementation 

period

• Options will be considered – maybe staged
• Key point is timetable not yet set
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Consultation process overview: 
Submission purpose

The purpose of this consultation paper is:
1. To set out the options to address the issues

2. To propose the preferred option to address each issue

3. To gauge support for the proposed options

4. To identify any other issues and options

5. To obtain feedback/further inputs into the CBA work undertaken 
to date, and

6. To enable drafting of new rules to commence
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Consultation process overview: 
Preliminary CBA overview



20

Consultation process overview: 
Structure of consultation document

1. Key issues (grouping of issues and or sub-issues)

2. Each issue/sub-issue then has:
• Problem definition;
• The current rules position;
• The proposed option (always last); and
• Supporting CBA.

3. The proposed option, if accepted, will form the basis of a new 
part D
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Consultation process overview: 
Submission process

Complete Submission form in appendix 1:

• In the agree/disagree column please state if you either agree or
disagree with the Commission’s proposed option

• In the ‘response/general comments’ column, please provide any 
supporting comments to the position you have taken in the 
agree/disagree column, and

• Any additional terms, issues or options, within the scope of this 
project, not included in this paper
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Consultation process overview: 
Submission process continued

Question and answers during consultation process:

• Email to Commission (see page 6 of consultation document)

• Clarification only

• Not for debating options – submission form / process for this, 
and

• Party asking the question will not be named
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Consultation process overview: 
Key Areas being addressed

1. Key area one: The existing Rules do not match changes in 
ownership of metering installations. 

2. Key area two: The existing Rules imply consumer protection 
but it now needs to be made explicit. 

3. Key area three: Part D Rules do not cater for new metering 
load management and communication technologies and the 
risks associated with these developments.

4. Key area four: The existing Rules are outdated and contain 
inherent drafting problems. 



Key Area One

THE RULES DO NOT MATCH 
CHANGES IN OWNERSHIP OF 
METERING INSTALLATIONS
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Changes in ownership

The issues to be addressed within this 

section are:
• Responsible party for the provision of a 

metering installation

• Responsible party for the compliance of a 
metering installation

• Responsibility for metering infrastructure
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Issue 1: Responsible party for the 
provision of a metering installation

• Sub-issue 1 (page 23): Who should be required to ensure
that a compliant metering installation is available before 
livening a point of connection on a network?
• Metering installations required for connections that are;

• Switchable ICPs, or
• Network connection points.

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Who should be 
requried to ensure that 
a compliant metering 
installation is available 
before livening a 
POC?

Reconciliation 
participant

1.Reconciliation 
participant; or
2.Network 
owner 
responsible.

Option 2 :Network 
owner 
responsible 
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Issue 1: Responsible party for the 
provision of a metering installation

• Sub-issue 2 (page 26): Should the Board be involved in the 
determination of which participant is responsible for providing the 
metering installation at any new point of connection to the grid?
• Two types of connection GIP and GXP.

• Process is unnecessary if participants agree.
• Only an issue if participants do not agree.
• Central recording of participant responsible considered elsewhere.

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Who decides 
which participant 
will provide 
metering at new 
POC to grid?

Board 1.Board; or
2.By agreement among 
the participants, with 
the MA determining 
responsible party if 
dispute.

Option 2: By 
agreement 
among the 
participants, with 
the MA 
determining 
responsible party 
if dispute.
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Issue 1: Responsible party for the 
provision of a metering installation

• Sub-issue 3 (page 28): Who should be required to ensure that the 
market administrator is aware of any anomalies due to grid 
configuration?
• Complex connections may not be directly metered.

• Large volumes of electricity have a large financial impact.
• Only an issue where metering involves subtraction or compensation 

processes.
• Grid owner should have overview of all metering installations connected to 

the grid.

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

What if there are 
reconciliation 
issues at a new 
POC to the grid? 

No notification 
required

1.Party connecting to 
the grid notifies MA; or 
2.Grid owner notifies 
MA.

Option 2: Grid 
owner notifies 
the MA .
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Issue 2: Responsible party for compliance 
of a metering installation

• Sub-issue 1 (page 29): Should there be rules covering situations where 
the party certifying a metering installation has a financial interest in the 
metering installation?
• Potential conflict of interest where the certifier of the MI has a financial 

interest in settlement.

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Should there be 
rules covering 
situations where 
the party certifying 
a metering 
installation has a 
financial interest 
in the metering 
installation?

No rules on 
conflict of interest 
(CoI)

1.Prohibit 
involvement; or
2.Require CoI
policy.

Option 2:Require 
CoI policy .
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Issue 2: Responsible party for compliance 
of a metering installation

• Sub-issue 2 (page 31): Who should be required to ensure that a 
metering installation is compliant with the Rules?
• Reconciliation participants currently have the obligation.

• Do not have easy access to relevant information.
• Are not the participant that manages the compliance of the installation.
• Information is not transparent, dealt with later.

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Who ensures that 
a metering 
installation is 
compliant ?

Reconciliation 
participant

1.Reconciliation 
participant; or
2.Network owner; 
or
3.Metering 
participant (MP).

Option 3: 
Metering 
Participant
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Issue 3: Responsibility for metering 
infrastructure

• Sub-issue 1 (page 36): Is there a need to allocate responsibility for the 
metering infrastructure where communication and control signals 
become involved?
• Integration of load control into metering installation.

• Where control devices operated by other than the distributor.
• Integration of metering installation means more parties could control devices 

within the MI.
• Where the provider of the signal is not the participant that manages the 

compliance of the installation.

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Is there a need to 
allocate responsibility 
for the metering 
infrastructure where 
communication and 
control signals 
become involved?

The Distributor is 
responsible for 
operation of its 
load control system

1.Distributor; 
or
2.MP is 
responsible.

Option 2: MP is 
responsible.



Key Area Two

The existing Rules imply consumer 
protection but it now needs to be made 
explicit
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Consumer protection

The issues addressed within this section are:
• Should the ownership of data be considered within 

part D of the Rules?
• Should the Rules include reactive energy metering?
• Should requirements be imposed on retailers in 

relation to the operation of pre-payment features on 
AMI meters?

• What standards should be imposed on participants 
for ensuring the security of hardware and software?

• Should control devices be certified?
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Issue 1: Should the ownership of data be considered 
within part D of the Rules? (page 41)

Issue Status quo Options Provided right to 
Recommendation

Who owns 
metering data

? 1. Consumer; or
2. MP; or
3. Party contracting 

with MP.

Provided right to 
access is clear –
this is not an 
issue for part D
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Issue 2: Should the Rules include reactive energy metering? 
(Page 41)

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Should the Rules 
include reactive 
energy metering?

No rules 1. Require all HHR 
metering devices 
to have 4 
quadrant  (4Q) 
metering; or

2. 4Q metering at all 
cat 6 sites, and 
cat 3, 4 and 5 
generation sites; 
or

3. Q1 and Q4 
metering  at cat 
1,2 ,3 ,4 and 5 
sites. 4Q 
metering at all 
generation and 
cat 6 sites.

Option 3: Q1 and Q4 
metering  at cat 1,2 ,3 
,4 and 5 sites. 4Q 
metering at all 
generation and cat 6 
sites.

Note: Existing cat 1 
and 2 sites would be 
deemed compliant for 
10 years.
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Active power 
received
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Issue 3: Should requirements be imposed on retailers in 
relation to the operation of pre-payment features on 
AMI meters? (Page 45)

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

How is pre/post 
payment 
functionality 
managed in the 
light of  Guidelines 
on disconnection?

No provision for 
AMI

1. Amend the 
existing AMI 
guidelines to 
include 
provisions 
relating to 
prepay; or

2. Rules could 
prescribe 
minimum 
requirements for 
pre-payment 
disconnection.

Option 1: Amend 
the existing AMI 
guidelines to 
include provisions 
relating to prepay

Please note 
proposed option not 
last!!!!
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Pre-payment - suggested minimum 
requirements (page 46)

• Signal consumer is about to run out of credit

• Self disconnection
• Not during non business day
• Not after 4 pm on day prior to non business 

day
• Logging of disconnection – alert to retailer

• Not occur if meter not connect to back office
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Issue 4: What standards should be imposed on 
participants for ensuring the security of hardware and 
software? (Page 48)

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

How is the security 
and integrity of 
hardware and data 
ensured in AMI?

No provision for 
AMI

1. Develop a CoP
for security; or

2. Require 
industry best 
practice for 
securing 
hardware and 
software.

Option 2: Require 
industry best 
practice for 
securing 
hardware and 
software
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Issue 5: Should control devices be certified? (Page 51)

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Should control 
devices be 
certified?

No rules on 
certification

1. Status quo; or
2. Certify devices 

which may be 
used for 
settlement; or

3. Certify all 
control devices.

Option 3: Certify 
all control devices



Key Area Three
The existing Part D Rules do not cater for 
new metering, load management and 
communication technologies and the risks 
associated with these developments
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Issues relating to technology 
developments
The issues addressed within this section are:
1. How can metering information and data be made 

more transparent?
2. How should we define where responsibility for 

compliance with part D for the production of raw 
meter data ends and where the responsibility for 
compliance with part J for the gathering of data 
begins?

3. How is access to metering installations and metering 
data best provided? 

4. How should access to metering data be managed?
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Issue 1: How can metering information and data be made 
more transparent?

Status quo Options Recommendation

There is no 
centralised store 
of meter 
information which 
causes access 
difficulties for 
participants.

1. Implement EIEP to cover the 
exchange of metering 
information between 
participants; or

2. Enhanced electricity registry
3. Other less practicable options

Option 2: Enhanced 
electricity registry

• Issue 1 (page 57): How can metering information and data be made 
more transparent?
• The issues addressed within this section are:

– provide a single place to record some information for a metering installation.

– Does not replace MP records.

– record the person responsible for the metering installation.

– replace the requirement for retailers to transact meter records.
– require metering equipment owners to centrally maintain metering installation 

information.
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Central database options examined

No  Yes 

No  Yes Yes  No

Standalone  Virtual

Option 2B
Implement

standalone database
and AMI changes

What type of
separate database

Should there be a
Central database

Workstream 4

Option 2
Database solution

Use existing registry

Secondary options

Primary options

Option 2C
Implement

virtual database
and AMI changes

Option 1B
Implement

AMI changes and EIEP 
for meter information 

from MEOs to 
participants

Option 1
Non database solution

Use industry exchanged 
information

Option 1A
Implement

AMI changes only

Option 2A
Implement

registry database
and AMI changes
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Changes to registry processes

• New participant – metering participant (MP)
• New processes for

• Trader for an ICP always nominates MP
• MP has option to accept or refuse nomination

– metering installation must meet user requirements

– MP must consult at least with trader and distributor for Rules 
required functionality

– MP must populate and maintain registry

– MP responsible for certification of the metering installation

• Switching of MP for a point of connection
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Changes to registry processes
• Changes to processes for

• remove “meter reason” for switch withdrawal
• Traders and distributors source meter installation records 

from the registry
• Changes to EIEPs and switching files

• new connection process

• Market administrator will be able to monitor 
compliance with metering installation certification rules

• Changes to registry to accommodate the following 
fields and provide reports.
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Registry hierarchy

Installation identifier

Meter installation information

Meter 2 information

Meter register 1 
information

Meter 1 information Meter 3 information

Meter register 2 
information
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Metering information for each ICP

Change to 
derived

 Information (format: value range) Input by or derived by system 

Meter equipment owner (char 4:MP)  Retailer 

Meter type UNM flag (char 1:Y/N) Retailer 

Daily unmetered kWh (char 6: decimal or ENG) Retailer 

Unmetered load details - retailer (char 50) Retailer 

User reference  (char 32) Retailer/Derived 

Event date (date) Retailer/Derived 

Highest meter category (numeric 1) Derived 

Metering type HHR flag (char 1:Y/N) Derived 

Meter type NHH flag (char 1:Y/N) Derived 

Meter type PP flag (char 1:Y/N) Derived 

Advanced metering infrastructure (char 1:Y/N) Derived 

Meter register count (numeric 3:0 to 999) Derived 

Existing 

Meter multiplier flag (char 1:Y/N) Derived 
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Meter installation information for each 
ICP

 Information (format: value range) Input by or derived by system 

Meter identifier/Serial number (char 15)  MP 

Meter multiplier (numeric 3.3) MP 

Meter location code (char 3: one from MLC list) MP 

Meter type (char 3:NHH, HHR, PP) MP 

Advanced metering infrastructure (char 1:Y/N) MP 

Meter category (numeric 1) MP 

Certification date (date) MP 

Certification expiry date (date) MP 

Certification variations (char 32) MP 

Infrastructure provider (char 4: MP) MP 

Meter removal date (date) MP 

Reason for removal (char 32) MP 

Relay owner (char 6 : valid relay owner list) MP 

Relay function (char 32) MP 

Component  owner (char 6 : valid component owner list) MP 

User reference  (char 32) MP 

Additional 

Event date (date) MP 
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Meter register information for each 
meter in a meter installation

 Information (format: value range) Input by or derived by system 

Register number (numeric 2: in sequence) MP 

Register dials (numeric 2: 4 to 12) MP 

Register content code (char 6 : from RCC list) MP 

Period of availability (numeric 2) MP 

Register unit of measurement (char 6: kWh, kW, kVA, kVArh) MP 

Energy flow direction (char 1) MP 

Average daily consumption kWh (numeric 6)  Derived by system from latest TN 

Accumulator type (char 1: C - cumulative, A - absolute) MP 

Register price category (char 5: valid distributor PCC) MP 

User reference  (char 32) MP 

Additional 

Event date (date) MP 
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Current registry connections

Meter information

Registry

Reconciliation 
manager

Traders

Distributor attributes

Distributors

Traders

MEO ATH

Trader attributes

-------------
-------------
-------------

-------------
-------------
-------------
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Current registry connections
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Reconciliation 
manager

Traders
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Distributors

Traders

MEO ATH

Trader attributes

-------------
-------------
-------------

-------------
-------------
-------------
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Proposed registry connections

Meter information

Meter information

Registry

Reconciliation 
manager

Traders

Distributor attributes

Distributors

Traders

ATH

Trader attributes

-------------
-------------
-------------

-------------
-------------

Meter installation 
information

-------------
-------------
-------------

Meter 
information

Metering 
Participant
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Issue 2: Boundary between parts D and J 
(Page 62)

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

How is the 
separation of 
responsibilities for 
data under parts D 
and J of the Rules 
defined?

No provision for 
AMI – definition 
of raw meter 
data provides 
for separation

1. Amend definition 
of raw meter data; 
or

2. Define boundary 
at where meter 
reading is first 
stored; or

3. Define the 
boundary as at 
service access 
interface.

Option 3: Define 
the boundary as 
at service access 
interface.
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Infrastructure – demarcation options



58

Issues 3 & 4: Access issues (Page 66 + 69)
Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Issue 3: How is 
(physical) access to 
metering 
installations and 
metering date best 
provided?

There are 
currently no 
rules covering 
access to 
metering 
installations

1. Model contract; or
2. Minimum rules and 

voluntary 
Information 
Exchange 
Protocols.

Option 2: Minimum 
rules and voluntary 
Information 
Exchange 
Protocols.

Issue 4: How should 
access to metering 
data be managed?

There are 
currently no 
rules covering 
access to 
metering data

1. Access is managed 
by contract; or

2. The Rules prescribe 
who has access to 
metering data.

Option 2: The Rules 
prescribe who has 
access to metering 
data.
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Infrastructure 



Key Area Four

The existing Rules are outdated and 
contain inherent drafting problems
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Variations from the requirements of 
part D

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

How can variations 
from the 
requirements of 
the Rules be 
managed?

Code of Practice 
(CoP) D5 process 
and 
•Rule 4.3 of 
CoPD3

1. Status quo; or
2. Existing 

Regulations 
and amended 
rule 4.3 of 
CoPD3.

Option 2: 
Existing 
Regulation and 
amended rule 4.3 
of CoPD3.

• Page 79: There are currently several processes that authorise variations 
to the requirements in part D of the Rules?
• There are currently a number of methods within part D for dealing with 

variations to metering installations, these are,
• Board grants exemptions to the requirements of the Rules.
• Code of Practice D5 of schedule D1 of part D.
• Rule 4.3 of code of practice D3 of schedule D1 of part D.
• Rule 7.4 of code of practice D3.
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Certification, audit and technical issues 
(Page 73)

• This presentation touches on the ‘highlights’ (i.e. those 
areas with significant practical effect and/or high 
impact on CBA).

The issues addressed within this section are:
• Greater scrutiny of MEOs was a common theme 

amongst submissions
• Reviewing the level of scrutiny on ATHs
• Metering inspections are not delivering optimal value 

and
• Various places where the existing COPs can be 

improved
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COPs - Greater scrutiny of MPs
Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

How are MPs to be 
monitored for 
compliance with the 
rules?

No monitoring of 
MEOs. 
Compliance is 
reactive rather 
than proactive.

1.Status quo; or
2.Require rules audits by 
Commission approved 
auditors.

Option 2: Require 
rules audits by 
Commission 
approved auditors.

How are MPs to 
continually improve 
their systems and 
processes?

No regulation. 1.Require a quality 
manual; or
2.Require a recognised 
quality system (ISO 
9001).

Option 2: Require 
ISO 9001 or 
approved 
alternatives.

What should the 
ultimate 
consequence of 
continued severe 
non-compliance be 
for a MP?

MEOs face the  
direct 
consequences of 
breaches 
(settlements, 
fines).

1.Certify the MP (similar 
to RPs); or
2.Do not certify the MP 
(similar to Distributors).

Option 2: Do not 
certify the MP. The 
proposed flexible 
auditing system 
can be used to 
manage non-
compliance.
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COPs - Review scrutiny of ATHs
Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

What should the 
ultimate 
consequence of 
continued severe 
non-compliance be 
for an ATH?

For ATHs, failure 
to be approved 
means inability to 
run their 
business. Also 
the direct 
consequences of 
breaches.

1.Conditional approval: 
limit the scope of ATH 
activities; or
2.Conditional  approval: 
auditor supervises ATH; 
or
3.Status quo.

Option 3: Status 
quo. The proposed 
flexible auditing 
system can be used 
to manage non-
compliance.

There has been 
confusion about what 
ISO class A ATHs 
are required to hold.

Rules required 
them to hold 
17025 and 9001 
(or =). An 
exemption was 
granted.

1.Require ISO 17025 
only; or
2.Always require ISO 
17025, and ISO 9001 in 
some circumstances.

Option 2: ISO 17025 
a must. ISO 9001 
required only if a 
class A ATH does 
field work outside 
its 17025 scope, or 
uses an agent 
without ISO 9001 to 
do such field work.
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COPs - Setting an audit cycle

Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

What frequency of 
auditing is 
appropriate for MPs 
and ATHs?

Every 3 years for 
class A ATHs.
Every 2 years for 
class B ATHs.
No auditing of 
MEOs.

1. Status quo; or
2. Have a flexible 

system that 
incentivises 
compliance.

Option 2 for both: 
Auditors 
recommend when 
the next audit be 
scheduled. Max 
frequency 2 
months; Min 3 
years.
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COPs - Scrutiny of metering installations
Issue Status quo Options Recommendation

Inspections do not 
appear to deliver 
good value and are 
inconsistent in terms 
of the quantity of 
inspections relative 
to certification life.

Cat 1&2: 10yrs
Cat 3: 5yrs
Cat 4,5&6: 1yr

1.Status quo or
2.Optimise inspection 
frequency.

1.Cat 1 not inspected. 
NHH meters 
interrogated manually 
to have a non-invasive 
check.
2. Cat 2 inspected 
within 5 yrs.
3. Cat 4 inspected 
within 2.5 yrs.
4. Cat 5&6 inspected 
within 1.5 years.

Rules did not 
account for NHH 
meters being read 
remotely.

Not covered by 
rules.

1.Status quo; or
2.Require validation of 
event logs.

NHH meters 
interrogated remotely 
to be validated similar 
to HHR meters.
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COPs - Various issues
Issue Status quo Recommendation

Standards are out of date. Various IEC 
standards are used.

Revise (update and broaden) the 
list of standards.

In-situ recertification of 
Cat 2 has worked well and 
has potential for extending 
to Cat 3.

Cat 2 can be 
recertified using in-
situ methods.

Extend in-situ recertification to Cat 
3 low voltage.

Rules do not deal well 
with under burdening of 
transformers.

No rules. Burden 
resistors are widely 
used.

Require burden resistors to be 
used.
Data compensation can be used 
where more accurate (excludes 
grid metering).
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COPs - Various issues
Issue Status quo Recommendation

Timekeeping 
requirements not 
reviewed since inception. 
Advanced meters not 
catered for.

Applies to half-hour 
meters only.
Cat 1-4: � 10s
Cat 5-6: � 5s

1. NHH metering installations, 
where the accuracy of the 
internal clock has an effect on 
data supplied under the Rules 
(e.g. profiles), or an effect on 
customer billing (for any 
purpose), must have their 
internal clocks maintained to a 
limit of ��� � 90 seconds.
2. HHR unchanged.

Seals are routinely 
broken without 
knowledge of relevant 
parties.

No requirements 
around notification.

Where any participant breaks a 
seal without the knowledge of 
the MP, they must notify.
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COPs - Various issues

Issue Status quo Recommendation

Ability to deem a lower 
metering installation 
category lower can mean 
cost saving with minimal 
accuracy loss.

Poorly envisaged by the 
rules. ‘Paper 
downgrades’
inappropriately 
conducted.

Can certify at a lower category 
for one of three reasons:
1. Protection device limitation 
2. Max demand < CT tapping
3. Annual GWh < .5 GWh

Sites with insufficient 
load for testing present a 
cost to the industry for 
little gain in accuracy.

Variations process 
usually applied.

Ok to certify, though record-
keeping and monitoring must 
occur. If sufficient load present, 
testing must occur.



General discussion

Part D Review - Issues & Proposed 
Options
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Wrap up - Settlement processes
Financial informationPhysical information exchange

Pricing manager

Meter 
management

Data collection
Data 

management
Reconciliation 

manager
Clearing 
manager

Registry

Distributors

Trader activities

Customers
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• Introduction of metering participant
• Change of certification obligation
• Audits

• Central database of metering information
• Metering installations

• Responsibility for providing and ensuring compliant installation
• Load control devices
• Meter installation boundary

• Technology changes
• Metering infrastructure concepts
• Security and data access

• Update to standards, rules and codes of practice
• Clear and enforceable

Wrap up: 
Some of the major concepts
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Wrap up
Commission consultation on proposed options to address issues 
from Aug 08 process: Purpose
• To set out the options to address the issues;
• To propose the preferred option to address each issue;
• To gauge support for the proposed options;
• To identify any other issues and options;
• To obtain feedback/further inputs into the CBA work undertaken 

to date; and
• To enable drafting of new rules to commence - Will form basis 

for proposed new part D.
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Questions
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